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SENATE

TuEespay, MarcH 26, 1946

(Legislative day of Tuesday, March
5, 1946)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

Rev. Bernard Braskamp, D. D., pastor
of the Gunton-Temple Memorial Presby=
terian Church, Washington, D. C., of-
fered the following prayer:

O Thou eternal God, whose greatness
our finite wisdom cannot comprehend,
we pray that Thou wilt make our minds
and hearts the sanctuaries of Thy pres-
ence, Thy peace, and Thy power.

Grant that this may be a day of un-
clouded vision. May our faith never be-
come eclipsed by doubt. Give us insight
and inspiration for every task. May all
the barriers that impede the progress of
the kingdom of truth and righteousness
be broken down.

Show us how we may release the hidden
splendor of humanity, emancipating it
from fear and want and everything that
defiles and degrades. Help us to bring
about a more ethical and equitable dis-
tribution of those blessings which Thou
hast purposed for all mankind. May men
and nations everywhere live together in
the blessed fellowship of peace and good
will.

Hear us in the name of the Christ.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. Harce, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of the cal-
‘endar day Friday, March 22, 1946, was
dispensed with, and the Journal was
approved.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILLS

Messages in writing from the Presi-
-dent of the United States were commu-
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one
of his secretaries, and he announced that
the President had approved and signed
the following acts:

On March 22, 1946:

5.396. An act providing for the transfer
of a certain fish hatchery in Comanche
‘County, Okla., to the city of Lawton, Okla.;

S.1162. An act to convey certain lands to
-the State of Wyoming; and ;

8.1185. An act to change the designation
of Custer Battlefield National Cemetery in
the State of Montana, to Custer Battlefleld
National Monument, and for other purposes,

On March 23, 1946:

B5.1354. An act to authorize the perma-
nent appointment in the grades of general
of the Army, fleet admiral of the United
States Navy, general in the Marine Corps,
and admiral in the Coast Guard, respectively,
of certain individuals who have served in
such grades during the Second World War.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Swanson, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on
the amendment of the ‘House to the
bill (S. 1821) to amend section 502 of
the act entitled “An act to expedite the
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provision of housing in connection with
national defense, and for other pur-
poses,” approved October 14, 1940, as
amended, so as to authorize the appro-
priation of funds necessary to provide
additional temporary housing units for
distressed families of servicemen and for
veterans and their families.

The message also announced that the
House had severally agreed to the amend-
ment of the Senate to the following bills
of the House:

H.R.2008. An act for the relief of the
village of Cold Spring, Minn.;

H. R.2670. An act for the relief of the legal
guardian of Kathleen Lawton McGuire;

H.R.3012. An act for the relief of George
‘W. Murrell and Kirby Murrell, a minor; and

H.R.3004. An act for the relief of Ray=-
mond C. Campbell.

The message further announced that
the House had passed the following bills
in which it requested the concurrence
of the Senate:

H.R.844. An act for the rellef of John P.
Hayes, postmaster, and the estate of Edward
P. McCormack, former postmaster, at Albany,
N. Y;

H.R.845. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Luther 8. Sykes;

H. R. 2063. An act for the rellef of Peter
Paul Bacic, Charles C. Cox, H. Forest Haugh,
and Luther M. Durst;

H.R.2092. An act for the relief of the
Grgwm Fertilizer Co., a Florida corporation;
an

H.R.2501. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to continue administra-
‘tion of and ultimately liquidate Federal rural
rehabilitation projects, and for other pur-
poses.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message also announced that the
‘Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills, and they were
signed by the President pro tempore:.

H.R.2008. An act for the rellef of the
village of Cold Spring, Minn.;

H.R.2670. An act for the relief of the
legal guardian of Kathleen Lawton McGuire;

H.R.3012. An act for the relief of George
W. Murrell; Kirby Murrell, a minor; and the
‘estate of Mamie W. Murrell, deceased;

H.R.3904. An act for the relief of Raymond
C. Campbell; and

H.R.5201. An act making appropriations
for the Executive Office and sundry inde-
pendent executive bureaus, boards, com=-
missions, and offices, for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1947, and for other purposes.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Scnate the following letters,
which were referred as indicated:

Novemeer 1945 REPORT OF RECONSTRUCTION
FINANCE CORPORATION

A letter from the Chalirman of the Recon=-
struction Finance Corporation, transmitting,
pursuant to law, a report of the activities
and expenditures of the Corperation for the
month of November 1945 (with am accom=-
panying report); to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

LANDS 1IN RESERVATION OF VETERANS' ADMINIS-
TRATION HOSPITAL, LEEANON, PA.

A letter from the Administrator of Vet-
erans’ Affairs, transmitting a draft of pro-
posed legislation to authorize the Adminis-
trator of Veterans' Affairs to grant an ease-
ment for highway purposes to the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania, in certain lands in
the reservation of the Veterans' Administra-
tion Hospital, Lebanon County, Pa., and for
other purposes (with accompanying papers);
to the Committee on Finance,

MARCH 26

REPORT OF Boy ScCOUTS OF AMERICA

A letter from the chief scout executive of
the Boy Scouts of America, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the thirty-sixth annual report
of the Boy Scouts of America for the year
1945 (with an accompanying report); to the
Committee on Education and Labor,

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, etc., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as
indicated:

By the PRESIDENT pro tempore:

The memorlal of G. Allison Fhelps, found-
er-director, United States Americans, Mon-
trose, Calif.,, remonstrating against the pro-
posed loan to Great Britain; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

A resclution adopted by the Sputheastern
Bynagog Conference, an organization com-
prising religious bodies of the Southeastern
Btates assembled in Chattanooga, Tenn.,
calling upon the British Government to an-
nul the policy of the white paper and favor-
ing the establishment of a democratic Jewish
commonwealth in Palestine; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

A resolution adopted by the board of di-
rectors of the Verhovay Fraternal Insurance
Association, representing citizens of Hun-
garian descent, of Pittsburgh, Pa., favoring
relief for the starving and suffering: Hun-
garian people; to the Committee on Foreign
Relations. .

A resolution adopted by the Public Forum
of Spokane and the Inland Empire, Spokane,
Wash., protesting against any treaty or al-
liance with Great Britain or any other coun-
try; to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

A resolution adopted by the Public Forum
of Spokane and the Inland Empire, Spokane,
Wash., approving the stand taken by Con-
gressmen' CorFee and SavAce against State
capitalism; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

Resolutions adopted by the Public Forum
of Spokane and the Inland Empire, Spokane,
‘Wash., relating to the atomic bomb; ordered
to lie on the table.

By Mr. BARKLEY:

A concurrent resolution of the Legislature
of the Commonwealth of Eentucky; to the
Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads:

“House Resolution 118
“*Concurrent resolution urging the Congress
of the United States to pass H. R. 5059, pro-
viding pay raises for postal clerks

“Whereas it is common knowledge that our
Federal postal clerks are notoriously under-
paid; and

“Whereas there is now pending in the
National Congress a measure which would
give our postal clerks an increase in salary:
Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the House of Representatives
of the General Assembly of the Common-
wealth of Kentucky (the Senate concurring
therein): :

“1. That the Congress of the United States
is urged to pass, as soon as possible, H. R. 5059,
which would provide increased compensation
for postal clerks.

“2. The clerk of the senate is hereby di-
rected to send copies of this resolution to the
House of the Congress, and to the Kentucky
delegations in the United States Senate and
House of Representatives,

“Attest:

“EMERSON BEAUCHAMP,,
“Clerk of ihe Senate.”
RESOLUTIONS OF BOARD OF COUNTY

SUPERVISORS OF MILWAUEEE, WIS.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I ask that
there be noted in the Recorp two reso-
lutions adopted by the County Board of
Supervisors of Milwaukee, Wis., one re-
lating to extension of feeder air lines into
Milwaukee, Wis., and the other being a
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resolution forwarded to Hon. Wilson
Wyatt, Director of Federal Housing, re-
lating to the housing shortage in Mil-
waukee County.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the resolutions will be re-
ceived and appropriately referred.

By Mr. WILEY:

A resvlution adopted by the Board of Super-
vislon of Milwaukee County, Wis., relating to
extension of feeder air lines into Milwaukee,
Wis.; to the Committee on Commerce.

A resolution adopted by the Board of
Supervisors of Milwaukee County, Wis., re-
lating to the housing shortage in Milwaukee
County, Wis.; to the Committee on Banking
and Currency.

INVESTIGATION OF BETTER MOBILIZA-
TION OF NATIONAL RESOURCES OF THE
UNITED STATESE—INCREASE IN LIMIT
OF EXPENDITURLS

Mr. KILGORE, from the Committee
on Military Affairs, reported an original
resolution (S. Res. 245), which, with an
accompanying paper, was referred to the
Committee to Audit and Control the
Contingent Expenses of the Senate, as
follows:

Resolved, That the limit of expenditures of
the subcommittee of the Military Affairs
Committee authorized by Senate Resolution
107 of the Seventy-eighth Congress and Sen-
ate Resolution 146 of the Seventy-ninth Con-
gress, to Investigate the better mobilization
of the national resources of the United
States, s hereby increased by $57,000,

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were intro-
duced, read the first time, and, by unani-
mous consent, the second time, and re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado (for Mr.
THomMAs of Utah):

8. 1980. A bill to continue in effect section
6 of the act of July 2, 1940 (54 Stat. 714),
as amended, relating to the exportation of
certain commodities; to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

By Mr. KILGORE:

S5.1081. A bill granting a pension to Le-
nore Anderson; to the Committee on Pen-
slons.

B.1982. A bill providing credit for unused
leave accumulated prior to retirement by
officers placed on the retired list; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. CAPEHART:

S.1933. A bill authorizing the Indiana
State Toll Bridge Commission to construct,
maintain, and operate a toll bridge or a free
bridge across the Ohio River at or near
Mauckport, Ind.; and

5.1984. A bill authorizing the Indiana
State Toll Bridge Commission to construct,
maintain, and operate a toll bridge or a free
bridge across the Wabash River near Mount
Vernon, Ind.; to the Committee on Com-
merce.

By Mr. RUSSELL:

8. 1985. A bill for the relief of Mrs. J. E.

Bhealy, Jr.: to the Committee on Claims,
By Mr. BILBO:

8.1986. A bill to regulate the manufac-
ture, sale, distribution, and use, of barbitu-
rates in the District of Columbia, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

By Mr. MEAD:

8.1987. A bill to amend the act of July
6, 1945, relating to the classification and
compensation of employees of the postal
service, so as to provide proper compensation
to supervisors in the largest post offices and
in other postal services; to the Committee on
Post Offices and Post Roads. 5
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By Mr. CHAVEZ:

S. 1988. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to quitclaim to the heirs of
Jesus Gonzales all right, title, and Interest of
the United States in a certain described tract
of land within the Carson National Forest, N.
Mex,; to the Committee on Public Lands
and Surveys.

By Mr. PEPPER (for himself and Mr.
ANDREWS) :

S.1989. A bill for the relief of the Florida
Citrus Exchange, the Growers Loan & Guar-
anty Co., and the Guaranty Operating Co.;
to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. CAPEHART:

8. J. Res. 147. Joint resolution providing
for observance of October 11, 1846, in com-
memoration of the death of Gen. Casimir
Pulaski; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

JUSTIN P. HOPEINS—RECOMMITAL OF
BILL

On motion of Mr. EastrLanp, the bill
(H. R. 2962) for the relief of Justin P.
Hopkins, was taken from the calendar
and recommitted to the Commitiee on
Claims.

TERMS OF OFFICE OF MEMBERS OF FED-
ERAL POWER COMMISSION—HOUSE
BILL PLACED ON CALENDAR

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, House
bill 3704, to amend section 1 of the Fed-
eral Power Act, with respect to the terms
of office of members of the Federal Power
Commission, came to the Senate and, by
inadvertence, was referred to the Com-
mittee on Commerce. I now move that
the Committee on Commerce be dis-
charged from further consideration of
the bill. I would move that it be re-
ferred, upon the discharge of the Com-
mittee on Commerce, to the Committee
on Interstate Commerce, but for the fact
that the Committee on Interstate Com-
merce has already reported a similar
measure, stated in the precise language
of the House bill.

Therefore, I move that the Committee
on Commerce be discharged from further
consideration of House bill 3704, and that
it be placed on the calendar.

The motion was agreed to.

A MORATORIUM ON STUPIDITY

Mr, WILEY. Mr. President, centuries
age a man seeking to comprehend the
problems of his day uttered the words
“Lift up, Thou, mine eyes that I may
see the wondrous glory of Thy law.”

Mr. President, Barney Baruch said
something about a moratorium on
strikes, and he also said something about
the need for productivity in this Nation
getting under way. I think we need a
moratorium on stupidity in order that
we may find the answer to the strike sit-
uation and our failure to get produc-
tion.

We all know that if there is anything
that is needed in this country today it
is labor working, labor producing.
Without labor doing that, we are going
to face a crisis so tremendous that no
one can foresee the consequences. Per-
haps, as has been suggested, there are
those who want to weaken this great Na-
tion. It is our strength today that gives
us leadership throughout the world. Mr.
President, we are not only feeding and
sustaining the world but we are proceed-
ing on the theory that we can continue
to do it without production. Strikes in
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California have lost the Nation Califor=-
nia’s spinach and broccoli crops.

I should like to read a letter which
I wrote to Hon. Clinton P. Anderson,
Secretary of Agriculture, Washington,
D.C. The letter is dated March 25, 1946,
and is as follows:

My Dear Mr. SecrETARY: I would appreciate
hearing from your office as to your plans re-
garding improvement in the critical farm
machinery and help situations.

I have been recelving many communica-
tions from my constituents to the effect that
unless farm machinery and additional hands
can be obtained, many a crop will not be
planted and those that are planted may not
be harvested.

I understand that there has been a strike
underway in the International Harvester
Co.—

Parenthetically I may say there is also
a strike under way in the G. I. Case Co.
in my State—
resulting in a fallure to get production in
this imperatively needed product. I won-
der if the Departmenv has been active in
helping to secure an early end of this strike.

Surely in the face of the international
food crisis Government can take positive
steps to secure for the overworked farmer
needed help and machinery. During the war
the situation was bad; now it is worse, With
machinery worn out and with many hands
gone from the farms into private industry
is Government so impotent now that it can
only pass the buck from agency to agency?

I know that you are familiar with the sit-
uation as I have outlined it, but I should
greatly like to hear from you as to the steps
you propose to take to correct the grave probh-
lems I have cited.

Sincerely yours,
ALEXANDER WILEY.

Mr. President, this letter indicates a
part of the stupidity on which I want a
moratorium declared. The farmers of
this country are calling for help, and I
say to you, Mr. President, and I want it
to be remembered, that if the farmers
do not get help, our people will not be
eating a lot of the canned goods they
are eating now; the farmers will not put
peas into the field; they will not be able
to utilize their acreage.

Mr. President, I said that our farm
machinery during the 4 or 5 years of
war has been worn out and I know
whereof I speak, because personally I
have a problem of that kind, which can
be multiplied by tens of thousands of
cases throughout the farm area of this
great country.

The question is, What are we going
to do? Are we going to become weaker
and weaker and weaker? The way to do
that is to stop producing foodstuffs and
farm products and farm machinery.
Pay men to remain idle, and let OPA
go on “balling up” our manufacturing.

Yes; the people of this country are ex-
pecting that the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor of the Senate will get
down to brass tacks and report an appro-
priate labor bill to this body. Letters
from laboring people and all segments of
our society want this done. Mr, Presi-
dent to indicate how labor feels let me
say that the last information I received
came to me this morning from Mil-
waukee. In the largest industry in that
city they are calling for a strike vote, but
they cannot get a sufficient number of
men to vote. Under our law 65 percent
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must vote. They cannot get a sufficient
number to enable a vote to be valid. Why
are we so fearful to do that which is
necessary?

I conclude, Mr. President, by saying
that the country expects this body to
declare a moratorium on stupidity.

FIFTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF NATIONAL
FARM SCHOOL

Mr. GUFFEY. Mr. President, this
year the National Farm School, located
near Doylestown, Pa., is celebrating its
golden jubilee.

The National Farm School is an agri-
cultural school for Jewish and other
lads. It has always been maintained on
a nonsectarian basis. Students are ad-
mitted without any discrimination on
account of race, creed, or origin. It is
an outstanding undertaking, and has
always performed a great work. I ask
that there be included in the RECORD as
a part of my remarks a letter addressed
to the chairman of the board of trustees
of the school by President Truman in
connection with the golden jubilee, and
an article about the school entitled “Pen-
cils to Plowshares.”

There being no objection, the letter
and article were ordered to be printed
in the Reconrp, as follows:

Tue WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, January 17, 1946.
Mr. LEoN MERZ,
Chairman, Board of Trustees,
National Farm School,
Farm School, Pa.

DEAR Mr. MErz: The origin of the National
Farm School is as interesting as ite subse-
quent history has been notable.

I am glad to send my hearty congratula-
tions and warmest personzl greetings as you
celebrate the fiftieth anniversary of an in-
stitution founded with the blessing of one
of my illustrious predecessors and in a meas-
ure inspired by the great Russian reformer,
Count Tolstoy.

Both President Cleveland and Count Tol-
stoy, with clear vision and unerring insight,
saw that nations like individuals draw their
strength from the soil. Now, as always, agri-
culture is the Nation's bulwark. A society
with 1ts roots deeply imbedded in Mother
Earth is a stable soclety.

The celebration of your golden jubilee will
afford a splendid opportunity to appraise
the achievements of the school's first half
century and to glimpse its possibilities for
further service in the decades that lie ahead.

Very sincerely yours,
Harry 5. TRUMAN.

FENCILS TO PLOWSHARES—LEO TOLSTOY'S IDEA,
FARM SCHOOL NOW 50 YEARS OLD
(By David Taylor Marke)

New York.—Count Leo Tolstoy, great Rus-
slan novelist, never set foot on American
soll, but his idea was respensible for the es-
tablishment of one of America's unique in-
stitutions—a school devoted exclusively to
agriculture.

The story is told on the fiftieth anniversary
of the National Farm School, located near
Doylestown, Pa.

In 1894 a young American rabbi, Joseph
Krauskopf, of Philadelphia, visited Russia
with a plan for the removal of persecuted
Jews to unoccupied lands in the interior of
Russia, there to be colonized on farms.

Czar Alexander III was critically ill at the
time and Dr. Krauskopf was unable to pre-
sent his proposal psrsonally.

However, Count Tolstoy, an ardent pro-
ponent of the agricultural life, invited Dr.
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Krauskopf to his home. There, seated un-
der the poverty tree where Tolstoy usually
received those who brought their woes to
him, he heard the young rabbi out.

“Your plan to lead your people back to the
soil,” commented Tolstoy, “back to the oc-
cupation which your fathers followed with
honor in Palestinian lands, is of some en-
couragement to me.

“It shows that the light is dawning. It
is the only solution of the Jewish problem.
Persecution, refusal of the right to own or
to till the soil, exclusion from the artisan
guilds, made traders of the Jew. And the
world hates the trader.

“Make bread-producers of your people, and
the world will honor those who give it bread
to eat.

“Theie is little chance at present,” Tolstoy
continued, “for a Jewish colonization scheme
in Russia." But, “if the plan cannot be
entered upon in Russia,” he asked, “why can
it not be made successful in the United
States?

“Lead your pecple to the country and
to the farm. Start agricultural schools for
them. Teach them to exchange the yard-
stick for the hoe, the peddler’'s pack for the
seed-bag, and you will solve the problem
while it may yet be solved.

“You will see the lands tilled by them
overflow, as of old, with milk and honey.
You will see them give of their plenty to the
people of the land, and receive in return a
goodly profit and esteem. And once again
there will arise from among Jewish husband-
men prophets, lawgivers, inspired bards, and
teachers to whom the civilized world will do
homage.”

Befoie Rabbi Erauskopf left, Tolstoy won
his promise to found a farm school in Amer-
ica. In 1896, the National Farm School
became a reality.

The school set up as its primary objective
the education of ecity youth, particularly
Jewigh boys, in a type of farm training that
would cnable them to enter practical agri-
cultural pursuits.

For 50 years the school h_s attracted most
of its students from large cities. In those
50 years, the school has grown from a one-
building, 122-acre farm to an attractive
campus and multibuildinged 1,200-acre
plant devoted to all phases of farming and
farm management and marketing, as well
as floriculture and landscape gardening.

The school is nonsectarian. The students
(from 17-21 years of age when admitted)
live together, work and study together in
the flelds and classroom, and play together
on their athletic flelds.

OPA PRICE CEILINGS ON MEAT

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, in a few days the Senate
will be called upon to determine whether
the OPA shall continue in existence. I
desire to call to the attention of the Sen-
ate the effect the OPA is having on cer-
tain industries in my State. I hold in
my hand a telegram from the Greenville
(S. C.) Chamber of Commerce, signed by
K. B. Miles, executive vice president,
reading as follows:

GREENVILLE, 8. C., March 22, 1946.
Senator OLIN D. JOHNSTON,
Senate Office Building:

Today our public has been shocked with an
announcement of the Balentine Packing Co.,

in that it has become necessary for them to,

discontinue slaughtering and marketing of
beef because they cannot operate at a profit
with present ceiling prices as permitted by
OPA, Surely there must be some govern-
mental machinery that could be used whereby
such action would not be necessary. We
think it is imperative that OPA regulations
and ceilings be changed to a more practical
and businesslike application that will per-
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mit businesses to prosper rather than perish.
The citizens of this community appeal for
your vigorous cooperation to do something
about this matter.
E. B. MILES,
Ezecutive Vice President, Greenville
Chamber of Commerce.

1 also hold in my hand a letter from the
Balentine Packing Co., Inc., of Green-
ville, S. C., signed by its president, Mr.
W. Louis Balentine. It reads as follows:

BALENTINE PackInGg Co., INC.,
Greenville, S. C., March 20, 1946.
Hon. OLiN D. JOHNSON,
Member United States Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENaTOR: 1 am enclosing copy of a
statement and resolution adopted by the
National Independent Meat Packers Associa-
tion on March 14, 1946, and wish also to add
thz following remarks:

We were forced to discontinue our beef
operations on February 1, 1946. We can no
longer comply with ceilings on live cattle as
established by OPA. In plain words, we can-
not buy cattle today at or under ceiling
prices. To exceed ceiling prices is a serious
violation. We cperate a legitimate meat-
packing business and have no desire or inten-
tion to violate laws, absurd as they may be in
some instances.

Obviously we were faced with a difficult
situation. All during the war years and since
we have slaughtered cattle, for the most part,
at a loss in order to supply this community
and adjacent areas with a fair share of beef,

Our decision to quit rather than violate
OPA regulations is going to work a hardship
on our retail customers as well as consumers.
We deeply regret the absolute necessity for
such action. We recognize that our com-
pany has a responsibility to furnish beef and
other meats to this community, and we have
made every effort to discharge this responsi-
bility during these trying times.

We hope that soon OPA will realize that
complicated, confusing, and theoretical regu-
lations cannot put meat on your table.
Until that occurs we are forced to discontinue
our beef operation. Our plant will remain
in business to slaughter and process pork to
the extent that hogs are available.

Only through black-market operation
would it be possible for us to remain in the
beef business, and we refuse to become a
party to this unlawiul, nefarious practice.

Any support that you may be able to give
this resolution will be greatly appreciated.

Yours very truly,
BAaLENTINE PacrInGg Co.,
W. Louis BALENTINE,
President.

Mr. President, attached to the letter
are a statement and resolution approved
by the board of directors of the National
Independent Meat Packers Association,
signed by its secretary. They read as
follows:

STATEMENT AND RESOLUTION APPROVED BY THE
BoArRDp oF DIRECTORS OF THE NATIONAL INDE-
PENDENT MEAT PACKERS ASSOCIATION, MARCH
14, 1046

STATEMENT

This association has consistently supported
price control as essential to the war effort.
Prevention of inflation is a necessary part
of the program of reconversion. But price
control on meat has completely broken down.
Prices are dictated by the black market and
not by the Government, and there is more
inflation than there would be in a free mar-
ket. The people are paying over $700,000,-
000 a year to maintain the fiction of price
control, and countless additional millions ere
being paid by consumers in the form of black-
market prices. Legitimate slaughterers are
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unable to obtain cattle in competition with
the black market, with the result that in all
parts of the country beef slaughterers are
closing down completely or drastically cur-
tailing production, making it difficult for
housewives to obtain beef in the usual chan-
nels. The Government is hurt by $700,000,-
000 spent to no purpose but to subsidize an
enormous and vicious black market. The
consumers are hurt in a two-fold way by
extremely high black-market prices and by
scarcity of meat in legitimate channels. The
meat packers are hurt and many threatened
with ruin because they cannot compete with
the- black market. Additional enforcement
officers even at huge expense would not solve
this problem because enforcement against
the black market is as impossible as enfore-
ing prohibition.
RESOLUTION

In view of these facts—

“Resolved, That the National Independent
Meat Packers Association urge upon Congress
the complete elimination of price control on
meat and meat animals effective July 1, 1946.”

I hereby certify that the above statement
and accompanying resolution was approved
by the unanimous vote of the board of di-
rectors at a meeting held in Washington,
D. C., Thursday, March 14, 1946, and that is
so recorded in the official minutes of that

meeting.
- C. B. HEINEMANN,

Secretary.

Mr. President, I think the plight in
which the people of the United States
now find themselves is most serious, and
I believe they and all Members of the
Senate wish to have something done
about it. We do not wish to spend $700,-
000,000 to subsidize the production of
meat, and then have concerns which are
supposed to be engaged in legitimate
businesses appeal to this body and to the
people of the United States for relief,
saying that they cannot stay in business
legitimately under the varying OPA
prices.

So, Mr. President, it is our duty to study
this problem and see what we can do to
. solve it. We should do everything that
can be done and we should bring all pos-
sible pressure to bear upon the OPA to do
what is right and just in the matter.

CONTINUATION OF RENT CONTROL

Mr. MEAD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp a forthright letter which I
have received from the progressive mayor
of one of our progressive New York State
cities. The letter is under date of
March 6, 1946, and comes from Hon.
Stanley W. Church, mayor of the city
of New Rochelle, N. Y.

In his letter Mr. Church points out
the necessity of continuing rent control
beyond the June 30 dead line, and there-
by helping to prevent a catastrophe fak-
ing place which would adversely affect
more than 100,000 residents of his com-
munity. Mr. President, I compliment
the mayor on his courageous and en-
lightened stand.

There being no objection, the letter was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR,

City oF NEw RocHELLE, N. Y.,
March 6, 1946.
Hon. James M. MEeap,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.
Dear SENATOR MEAD: In the spring of 1944,
it became evident to me that housing short-
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ages were becoming acute and that land-
lords were taking advantage of the situation
by substantially increasing their rents. The
situation then was bad, but it is downright
frightening to contemplate future chaotic
conditions in Westchester County, should
Congress fail to enact legislation to continue
rent control.

Thousands of persons who have made
their residence here for years, many of them
for decades, were saved their homes by the
prolonged fight, which I initiated and led
almost single-handedly and fought for rent
cellings, which were finally established in
Westchester County on October 20, 1944,

There is no question'in my mind, that if
rent control is eliminated on June 30,
that rents throughout Westchester will in-
crease from 50 to 100 percent, forcing thou=-
sands upon thousands of our residents to
vacate their homes, with no place to go.
There would not be sufficlent moving vans,
trucks or other vehicles to handle the exo-
dus out of the county, of our old residents
and neighbors, driven out by high and un-
reasonably inflated rents.

May I call your attention to the fact that
December, last, I introduced a resolution,
which was adopted, at fhe annual conven-
tion of the United States conference of
mayors held in New York City, requesting the
continuation of rent control until the hous-
in, emergency has passed.

Therefore, I urge you to do everything
possible to continue rent control beyond the
June 30 deadline, and thereby prevent a
catastrophe from taking place, which would
adversely affect over a hundred thousand of
our residents,

Respectfully yours,
STANLEY W. CHURCH,
Mayor.

FINANCING OF MORTGAGES FOR HOME
BUILDING BY VETERANS

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina,
Mr. President, I wish to read to the Sen-
ate a brief letter which I have written
to the Honorable George E. Allen, mem-
ber of the Board of Directors of the
Reconstruction Finance Corporation,
which vitally affects the Veterans' Ad-
ministration sponsored program for
financing mortgages for home building
by veterans of World War IIL

The proposal which I make in. this
letter is within the power of the Recon-
struction Finance Corporation to put in-
to effect if its officials so desire. If they
do not put it into effect it would almost
mean derelection of duty on their part.
The letter is as follows:

MarcH 22, 1946,
Hon. GeorceE E. ALLEN,
Reconstruction Finance Corporation,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. Arien: I fully realize that the
Reconstruction Finance Corporation was
largely responsible for the immediate success
of the Federal Housing Administration pro-
gram at its inception by establishing a sec-
ondary market for FHA insured mortgages.
I, therefore, am now appealing to you in be-
half of the veterans to establish a similar
secondary market for all mortgages originat-
ing under title III of the Servicemen’s Read-
justment Act of 1944, Public Law 346, Seven-
ty-eighth Congress, as amended by Public

Law 268, Seventy-ninth Congress—the so-

called GI bill of rights for the benefit of vet-
erans of World War II.

As you know, the Veterans' Administra-
tion guarantees mortgage loans to ‘veterans
for the purchase of homes, farms, and financ-
ing of business ventures. In the case of the
purchase of existing homes or the construc-
tion of new homes, the Veterans' Administra-

tion is willing to guarantee a full 100-percent
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mortgage on the purchase price established
by a reasonable value appraisal to the ex-
tent of the top 50 percent of any possible loss
to the lender, not to exceed $4,000. This is a
liberal guaranty and one that should be
helpful to many veterans in building or pur-
chasing homes. So far, however, a majority
of the smaller banks and mortgagees are un-
able to process and finance the required
number of loans because of the unavallability
of a sultable secondary market.

By your agency establishing a secondary
market for veterans’ loans under the Veter-
ans’ Administration’s sponsorship the bene-
fit to our veterans would be tremendous. It
would permit our small banks and/or mort-
gagees in the small communities throughout
the Nation to assist the veterans. 1 believe
You can readily see the advantages to the
veterans of being able to do business with
his home-town banker whom he knows and
is known by, This secondary market estab-
lished by you for these Veterans' Adminis-
tration-sponsored mortgages under time lim-
its and conditions as your agency established
for Federal Housing Administration -mort-
gages would open a large market and enable
veterans to secure a home with minimum de-
lay in financing and would undoubtedly

‘speed up and facilitate the home-building

program sponsored by the President and Mr,
Wilson Wyatt and so much desired by us all.

I have the advice of experts in the fields
of construction and financing that such ac-
tion on your part would facilitate the build-
ing of approximately 200,000 additional
homes under the President's home-bulilding
program. I realize the desire of your agency
to cooperate in all matters for the public
good that are financially sound. Since all
mortgages financed by the Veterans’' Admin-
istration are guaranteed to the top 50 percent
of any possible loss to the lender, not to
exceed $4,000, it seems to me that they are as
sound an investment as any Federal Housing
Administration insured mortgage.

I, therefore, urge your agency to take im-
mediate steps to afford a secondary market
for Veterans' Administration-sponsored mort-
Bages, thereby providing for veterans to re-
ceive the benefits to which they are now
entitled under the Servicemen's Readjust-
ment Act of 1944,

I shall appreciate your early consideration
of this matter.

With kindest regards, I am,

Sincerely yours,
> OLIN D. JOHNSTON,
United States Senator.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues in
the Senate to give this matter their care-
ful attention and to join with me in re-
questing Mr. Allen immediately to estab-
lish a secondary market for Veterans’
Administration-sponsored home financ-
ing loans in order that our veterans may
receive the benefits to which they are
entitled under the so-called GI bill of
rights for the benefit of veterans of
World War II.

FRATERNALISM IN THE ATOMIC AGE—

ADDRESS BY SENATOR WILEY

[Mr. WILEY asked and obtained leave to.
have printed in the Recorp an address en-
titled “Fraternalism in the Atomic Age,” de-
livered by.him before the Potomac Lodge of
0Odd Fellows, at Alexandria, Va. March 22,
1946, which appears in the Appendix.]

ROLE OF UNITED NATIONS IN WORLD
PEACE—ADDRESS BY SENATOR VAN-
DENBERG
|Mr. VANDENBERG asked and obtained

leave to have printed in the REcorp an ad-

dress deliveréd by him on March 23, 1946, at

a civic homecoming in Grand Rapids, Mich,,

which appears in the Appendix.]
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OUR FAITH IN AMERICA—ADDRESS BY
SENATOR WILLIS

[Mr. TAPT asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the Recorp an address en-

titled “Our Faith in America,” delivered by

Benator WILLIS before the Sons of the Ameri-
can Revolution at Washington, D, C.,, on
March 20, 1946, which appears in the Ap-
pendix.]

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION IN THE NA-
TION'S FARM PROGRAM—ADDRESS BY
THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE

|Mr. BARELEY asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the RECcorp an address en-
titled “Rural Electrification in the Nation's
Farm Program,” delivered by Hon. Clinton P.
Anderson, Secretary of Agriculture, before the
National Rural Electric Cooperative Associa-
tion, Buffalo, N. Y., March 4, 1946, which
appears in the Appendix.]

ROAD TO WORLD PEACE—ADDRESS BY
ERIC A. JOHNSTON

[Mr. REVERCOMB asked and obtained
leave to have printed in the REcorp an ad-
dress entitled “Road to World Peace,” de-
livered by Eric A. Johnston, at the Commodore
Hotel, New York City, on March 20, 1946,
which appears in the Appendix.]

GLOBAL RELIGION—SERMON BY REV.
PAYSON MILLER

[Mr. MCMAHON asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the RECORD a sermon en=-
titled “Global Religion,” by Rev. Payson
Miller, broadcast on the Church of the Air
program on Stinday, November 25, 1945, which
appears in the Appendix.]

CIVILIAN CONTROL OF ATOMIC ENERGY—
EDITORIAL FROM MANCHESTER (CONN.)
EVENING HERALD
[Mr. McMAHON asked and obtained leave

to have printed in the Recomp an editorial

entitled “Should Be Civilian Control,” deal-
ing with the control of atomic energy, pub-
lished in the Manchester (Conn.) Evening

Herald of March 13, 1946, which appears in

the Appendix.]

INAUGURAL ADDRESS OF RONALD P.
BRIDGES ON BECOMING PRESIDENT OF
PACIFIC SCHOOL OF RELIGION

|Mr. BRIDGES asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the ReEcorp the inaugural
address delivered by his brother, Ronald P.
Bridges, on the occasion of his becoming
president of the Pacific School of Religion,
which appears in the Appendix.]

RUSSIA'S STAND ON FOOD HARD TO
EXPLAIN

[Mr. BRIDGES asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the REcorp an article en-
titled “Communist Tactics in France,” writ-
ten by Marquis Childs, an article entitled
“Soviet Deaf to UNRRA, Sells Wheat,” writ-
ten by Ruth Montgomery, and an article en-
titled “Russia Sells France Grain; Silent on
Plea from UNRRA,” all published in the
Washington Post of March 21, 1946, which
appear in the Appendix.]

SECRETARY WALLACE—ARTICLE FROM
THE RICHMOND (IND.) PALLADIUM-
ITEM J
[Mr. CAPEHART asked and obtained leave

to have printed in the REcorp an article en-

titled “The Dangerous Fascism of Wallace

Still Threatens You,” from the Palladium-

Item, of Richmond, Ind., of March 21, 1946,

which appears in the Appendix.]|

HOME BUILDING—ARTICLE FROM THE
- INDIANAPOLIS STAR
[Mr. CAPEHART asked and obtained leave

to have printed in the Recorp an article en-
titled “Home Building Volume Equals 17-
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Year Record,” from the Indianapolis Star
of March 22, 1946, which appears in the
Appendix.]
THE ST. LAWRENCE PROJECT—ADDRESS
BY MATTHEW WOLL

[Mr. MEAD asked and obtained leave to
have primted in the REcorp an address on
the subject of the St. Lawrence project, de-
livered by Matthew Woll, vice president of
the American Federation of Labor, at Roches-
ter, N. Y., on March 7, 1946, which appears
in the Appendix.]

STRIKES AT GENERAL ELECTRIC CO. AND
WESTINGHOUSE CORP,—STATEMENT OF
UNITED ELECTRICAL RADIO AND MA-
CHINE WORKERS OF AMERICA
[Mr. MEAD asked and obtained leave to

have printed in the Recorp a statement of

the United Electrical Radio and Machine

Workers of America regarding a strike of em-

ployees of General Electric Co. and Westing-

house Corp., which appears in the Appendix.]

AMENDMENT OF FAIR LABOR STANDARDS
ACT

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill (S. 1349) to provide for the
amendment of the Fair Labor Standards
Act of 1938, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on agreeing to the amendment
offered by the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. FuLerigHT] to the amendment pro-
posed by the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. ELLENDER] on behalf of himself and
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. BaLLl,

Mr. PEPPER. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the
following Senators answered to their
names;

The

Alken Gurney Myers
Austin Hart O'Daniel
Bailey Hatch O'Mahoney
Ball Hawkes Pepper
Bankhead Hayden Reed
Barkley Hickenlooper Revercomb
Bilbo Hoey bertson
Brewster Huffman Russell
Bridges Johnson, Colo. Saltonstall
Briggs Johnston, 8. C. Shipstead
Brooks Kilgore Smith
Buck Knowland Stewart
Byrd La Follette Taft
Capehart Lucas Taylor
Capper McClellan Thomas, Okla
Chavez McFarland Tobey
Connally McKellar Tunnell
Cordon McMahon Vandenberg
Donnell Maybank Walsh
Eastland Mead Wheeler
Fer Millikin White
Fulbright Mitchell Wiley
Gerry Moore Young
Guffey Murdock

Mr. BARKLEY. I announce that the
Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grass], the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. TypIiNgs],
and the Senator from New York [Mr.
WaceNER] are absent because of illness.

The Senator from Florida [Mr. An-
pREWS], the Senator from Georgia [Mr.
Georcel, and the Senator from Alabama
[Mr, HirrL] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
ELLENDER], the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
Gosserr]l, the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr, GreEN], the Senator from
Washington [Mr. MacNuson], the Sen-
ator from Montana [Mr. Murray], the
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. OVERTON],
the Senator from Maryland [Mr. Rap-
cLiFFE], and the Senator from Utah
[Mr. TaHomas] are detained on public
business,
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The Senators from Nevada [Mr. Car-
vILLE and Mr. McCarraN], and the Sena-
tor from California [Mr. DowNEY] are
absent on official business.

Mr. WHITE. The Senator from Ne-
braska [Mr. BurrLEr] and the Senator
from Indiana [Mr. WiLLisl are neces-
sarily absent by leave of the Senate.

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Langer], the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morse]l, the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. StanrFirtl], and the Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY] are necessarily
absent.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. WiLson]
is absent because of illness in his family.

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr,
BusurieLn] is absent because of illness.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sev-
enty-one Senators having answered to
their names, a quorum is present.

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I rise to
speak briefly in support of the Ellender-
Ball amendment to S. 1349 and in oppo-
sition to the bill as reported by a major-
ity of the Committee on Education and
Labor.

Mr. President, there has been quite an
effort by its proponents to make the vote
on this bill and on the pending amend-
ment the crucial test as to whether Sen-
ators are liberals or reactionaries. This
effort appears to me to be very similar
to the proposal made last week by the
Secretary of Commerce that a few indi-
viduals be set up as the arbiters of which
side of any given issue is liberal and
which is reactionary, which is Repub- -
lican and which is Democratic. I am
reminded also of the various articles and
tables I have seen in certain magazines
purporting to give the voting records of
Members of Congress. It is significant
that these articles do not list how Con-
gressmen and Senators voted on the
hundreds of issues which come before us
each session. They do not list Members
as voting “yes” or “no.” Instead, these
so-called unbiased voting records pick
out around a dozen particular issues,
and they list Members as voting right
or wrong. Sometimes they merely in-
dicate whether the vote was right or
wrong by a plus or minus sign. I am
sure that all my colleagues have seen
some of these so-called voting records.

Mr. President, I submit that if I or any
other individual or group was given the
right to determine for the final record
what issues were really important and
which side was right and which was
wrong, I could by my choice of issues
make any individual Member of this body
appear on the record as either 100 per-
cent wrong or 100 percent right.

This angle of the debate is not too im-
portant because I am sure that most Sen-
ators will agree with me that under our
system only the people of the United
States, and not any particular group or
set of individuals, will decide finally
which is the liberal side of this or any
other issue. However, I do question seri-
ously whether those who insist that the
sole criterion of whether a public official
is liberal or not should be whether he is
willing or not to support any and all legis-
lation which purports to give additional
rights, immunities, privileges, or benefits
to some particular group are really serv-
ing the cause of liberalism. I notice that
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those who seek to determine political
labels by that formula always insist that
the group receiving these special benefits
or privileges must be a very large one
with plenty of votes. If it happens to be
a small group which does not carry too
much weight®at the polls, then voting
for special privileges or immunities or
benefits for that group becomes a symbol
of reaction. This seems to be a wide-
spread idea, Mr. President, that by simply
passing a law here in Congress we can
give a great many people something for
nothing. I cannot agree with that the-
ory. In my life I have never received
something for nothing, and I have never
seen that theory work. We always pay
in some coin or other for progress. It is
my conviction, and I have attempted to

demonstrate it from time to time, that

many of the measures proposing to give
large groups something for nothing—
measures such as the full-employment
bill as it was originally introduced, or the
amendment proposed to the unemploy-
ment compensation bill to guarantee ev-
erybody $25 a week for 26 weeks, actually
proposed benefits to large groups which
inevitably in the long run would have
been paid for in the precious coin of
human freedom. In other words, Mr.
President, I do not subscribe to the propo-
sition that through government we can
eliminate all risks, economic or other-

wise, from our system of society without _

at the same time eliminating all freedom
both political and economic.

I particularly regret that it is proposed
to make this bill the vital test of liberal-

ism, because this bill is concerned solely-

with dollars and cents, and the issue in-
volved is fundamentally economic.

I have the idea, which may sound a

little quaint in these days, that to be a
liberal one must be devoted to liberty.
I mean liberty, not for any particular
group, whether it be workers, farmers,
or businessmen, but liberty for all indi-
viduals and all citizens. And human lib=
erty, Mr. President, cannot be measured
solely in dollars and cents. I believe that
a liberal judges issues as they arise pri-
marily on whether their net effect will
be to expand or contract the sum total
of opportunities and freedoms enjoyed,
not by any particular group, but by all
of the people of this country as individ-
uals.
Mr. President, I think the majority of
the committee would admit that the is-
sue raised by this bill and by our amend-
ment is an economic question funda-
mentally. Otherwise they would have
proposed in their bill a minimum wage,
not of 75 cents an hour, but of $1 an
hour, which their own figures show to
be the minimum which they regard as
necessary for a worker to maintain a
family on an adequate American stand-
ard of living. They did not propose a
minimum of $1 an hour because they
recognize the economic fact that if a
minimum wage is raised too high, it will
either: First, force prices up sv Ligh as
to cancel out the gains in income for the
workers affected; or second, it will make
many individual businesses noncom=-
petitive and force them to close, thereby
t.hrt;:wing a great many people out of
WOrkK,
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The economic question at the root of
this issue, therefore, is;: Where is this
economic danger point? . Where can we
fix this statutory minimum wage with a
reasonable assurance that it is not go-
ing to be so high that it will force many
employers to discharge their least ef-
ficient people and force them onto pub-
lic relief? I think we must recognize
that the average American employer—
I grant there may be exceptions—does
not want to employ so-called cheap
labor. He wants the best and most pro-
ductive employees he can get, and he
is perfectly willing, generally again, to
pay them a wage which is proportionate
to their contribution to his business. In
our society there are vast differences in
ability and productive capacity among
people. Generally those individuals who
are being paid today the lowest wages are
those who are the least productive. A
great many of them are in the so-called
service industries, where experience has
shown that there is a very definite eco-
nomic ceiling on the price which the pub-
lic will pay for those services. I know,
for instance, that laundries have found
that when they increase the price of
home laundry above a certain point they
do not increase their own business; they
only sell more washing machines. Ob-
viously if we force an industry like this
to pay a wage which in turn will force a
price increase greater than the public is
willing to pay, we will only create unem-
ployment and not raise the living stand-
ards of anybody. I don't think either
the proponents or the opponents of the
committee bill would argue that it is not
much better for an individual to have a
productive job at 55 cents an hour, rather
than no job at all at 75 cents an hour, if
that is the choice.

The facts are, Mr, President, that as to
this basic economic question of when we
reach the dangerpoint to our economy in
raising this minimum wage, the testi-
mony before the committee provides no
real answer. True, we have plenty of
estimates that American productive ca-
pacity is great enough and our economy
strong enough to pay this minimum with-
out any real danger and without creat-
ing any serious unemployment. But
none of those who testified to this effect,
and most of them were either Govern-
ment officials or economists employed
by one or another of the groups support-
ing this legislation, had any economic
facts or experience on which to base
their estimates. They had no facts, be-
cause the statutory minimum wage of 40
cents did not finally become effective for
all American industry covered until 1944,
and it was effective for the majority of
industry only in 1942, I do not think
anyone on this floor would contend that
the year 1942, when we were striving to
increase war production to the maximum
and when we had a shorfage of labor and
a sellers’ market, was a normal period for
American industry.

Because of that situation, we were un-
able in the committee to get any kind of
statistics as to how even the 40-cent
minimum has affected small business
concerns operating in previously low-
wage areas in any normal times. Ob-
viously, to predict the future without any
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real facts as to what has happened in the
past is to proceed on very slim evidence
on an issue which contains such great
potential dangers to our economy.

I myself think it was rather significant
that no representatives of large indus-
tries appeared before the committee to
oppose the committee bill. Throughout
this war, as we all know, there has been a
tendency to concentrate American indus-
try more and more in large concerns, and
there have been very heavy casualties
among smaller businesses, not because of
financial losses during the war, but be-
cause we deliberately forced their clos-
ing, through various policies, in order to
leave the larger industries with all the -
materials necessary for war production.
Large business in America has never
shown any deep concern for the welfare
of its smaller competitors, and I do not
think big business would worry at all if
legislation of this type eliminated some
of that so-called marginal competition.
In fact, some of the proponents of this
committee bill admit quite frankly their
belief that a marginal small business
cannot afford to pay 65 or 75 cents an
hour and keep going should go out of
business,

Mr. President, I think that is a very
dangerous philosophy for this Govern-
ment to adopt if we really want to pre-
serve a free economy in the United States.
When the Government, which inevitably
in our system must be guided more by
political considerations than by economic
facts, begins to decide by itself what is
an efficient and proper business and
what is not, and which business should
survive and which should not, we are
dangerously close to totalitarianism.

But, further than that, there are two
basic fallacies underlying the argument
made for the 75-cent minimum in the
committee report and arguments sup-
porting it on the floor of the Senate. The
first fallacy is that there is no substan-
tial difference in living costs throughout
the length and breadth of this great land.
The committee majority contends that
the only reason it seems to be cheaper to
live in a small town or rural region is
because living standards are lower.

What are the facts? Admittedly there
are not too many good studies; but one
was made by the WPA as of June 15, 1943,
and that particular study showed a range
in living costs of 20 percent between the
extremes reported for 33 cities. And,
mind you, these were all good-sized cities,
with no small towns among them. An-
other WPA study made in March of 1935
concluded that it cost considerably less
to live in smaller cities and also in the
South. Actually, they found the differ-
ence in living costs a little less than 10
percent between the cities they covered as
compared to their size, and about 10 per-
cent difference between living costs in
New England and the South, which were
the regional extremes.

Beyond that, I think any Member of
this Senate who has ever lived in both a
small town and a large city knows from
experience the complete fallacy of the
argument that there is no real difference
in living costs between them. The work-
man in a small town usually walks to
work. He does not have to pay car fare.
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He can live in a house with quite a bit
of land around it. He can have a large
garden and keep chickens, or even a cow,
if he wants to. I have traveled quite a
bit over my State, and I know that in
literally hundreds of small towns and
villages in Minnesota I can buy a good
dinner for 40 or 60 cents—a dinner which
in Minneapolis or St. Paul would cost
anywhere from $1 to $2. Differences in
living costs are very great between small
towns and large cities.

But I submit that even this difference
in actual dollars and cents in living costs
does not fully measure the difference in
living standards in small towns and large
cities, Living standards are not meas-
ured for me solely in the price of food,
clothes, and shelter. Measured by my
standards of value, the family in a small
town, living perhaps in an old and ram-
shackle, but spacious home, with plenty
of lawn and garden and within 5 min-
utes walk of open country, knowing their
neighbors intimately, as one does in a
small town, is living on a far higher and
better standard than the factory worker
in a large city, jammed into a dinky
apartment or a dingy row house, with
nothing but brick and pavement for
miles around, even though the small
town family's income is only half that
of the city dweller.

The other major fallacy, Mr. Presi-
dent, on which the majority of the com-
mittee bases its recommendations is that
this increase of 87.5 percent in the stat-
utory minimum wage is justified by the
tremendous increase in worker produc-
tivity which is inevitably coming, as in-
dustry completes reconversion to peace-
time production. In support of that po-
sition, the majority cites the very large
admitted increases in productivity per
man after the last war.

Mr. President, I submit that the situ-
ations after the last war and after this
one are in no way comparable. After
the last war we only had three or four
million of our industrial workers organ-
ized into labor unions. Today we have
around 15 million of our industrial work-
ers organized into labor unions. And,
Mr. President, I do not believe that any-
one can successfully refute the proposi-
tion that when workers are organized
into unions, the indtial result is generally
a lowering of productivity per worker.
Most unions in my experience tend to
limit output per worker. Instances of
that sort occuring on war production,
even at the height of our war effort,
could be cited by the hundreds. I have
sought some statistics on this question of
productivity, and I have not found any
accurate and reliable figures. In the
hearings on labor legislation before the
Education and Labor Committee, and
also before the Mead war investigating
commitiee, we did have some testimony
on this point. The testimony indicated
that there has been an increase in pro-
ductivity in two major industries—steel
production and aircraft production,
neither of which would be affected by
this bill. On the other hand, all the evi-
dence I have seen indicates a consider-
able decrease in productivity per man in
the automobile industry and in the elec-
trical industry. I think it is taking a
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very dangerous gamble with the future
prosperity of America to base a mini-
mum wage on what we hope will happen
when what actually has been happening
is the reverse.

Mr. President, the proponents of the
committee bill cite the very much larger
national income today as proof that we
can afford this increase in the statutory
minimum wage without any substantial
increase in prices—this despite the testi-
mony, I may say, of Chester Bowles that
under this proposal a price increase of
at least 5 percent would be required for
the lumber industry. I have the figures
on the national income and its division
as among wage earners, corporate net in-
come after taxes, net income of pro-
prietors, and interest and net rents and
royalties from 1909 through 1945, as com=-
piled by the Department of Commerce,

I averaged out those figures for the
5 years 1909 to 1913 inclusive, and then
for the last 5 years 1941 through 1945,
inclusive. The results are very interest-
ing. They show that in the 5 years from
1909 to 1913, wage earners on the aver-
age received 58.2 percent of the total
national income which averaged around
$30,000,000,000. Corporate net income
after taxes accounted for 7.8 percent, and
net income of proprietors for 21 percent,
while interest and net rents and royal-
ties made up the remainder, or 13 per-
cent.

Now what happened in the last 5 years
from 1941 to 1945 when our national
income averaged close to $150,000,000,-
000 a year? Wage earners received 70.3
percent of that total income, or 12 per-
cent more of the national income than
they received from 1909 to 1913. On the
other hand, corporate net income ac-
counted for only 6.6 percent of the total,
or a drop of 1.2 percent, while the net
income of proprietors dropped from 21
percent in the earlier 5 years to 16 per-
cent of the total in the most recent
period. Interest and net rents and roy-
alties totaled only 7.1 percent of the
national income in the past 5 years, as
compared to 13 percent in the first 5
years.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BALL. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. What is included
in the word “proprietors”? Does the
Senator refer to small business proprie-
tors?

Mr. BALL. I refer to individuals who
own their businesses and operate them
individually.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
the Senator has quoted figures showing
that the income of the country between
1909 and 1913 was $30,000,000,000 as
compared with the income in the period
1941 to 1945 of $150,000,000,000.

Mr. BALL., I was referring to the
average yearly income.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Are those fig-
ures comparable? I ask the question
because I did not realize that the gross
income of the country was as low as
$30,000,000,000 annually during the pe-
riod 1909 to 1913.

Mr. BALL. I may say that these fig-
ures have not been adjusted with regard
to prices. Obviously, when the income is
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adjusted for prices, we had a much larger
income than $30,000,0006,000 in the period
to which I have referred. However, the
standard is the same for both periods,
and it shows the percentage of the total
national income which each group re-
ceived. ¥

Mr. SALTONSTALL, Can the figure
$30,000,000,000 be compared with the fig-
ure $150,000,000,000 for working out per-
centages of what was received in wages,
and what was received in dividends? .

Mr. BALL. Yes. I had reference to
the total original income. I believe the
figure refers to total gross income.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, I under-
stood the Senator to say that during the
period 1909 to 1913 the worker: received
58.2 percent of the total national income.

Mr. BALL. The Senator is correct.

Mr. AIKEN. And that during the pe-
riod 1941 to 1945 they received 72 per-
cent.

Mr. BALL. It was 70.3 percent.

Mr. AIKEN. The point which the Sen-
ator is trying to make, if I understand
him correctly, is that it is worse for the
country to have the workers receive a
higher percentage of the national income.

Mr. BALL. No; I believe on the whole
that such a development has been a
healthy one. I think we may be ap-
proaching a danger point, as I shall at-
tempt later to show in my remarks.

Mr. AIKEN. The point which the
Senator is attempting to make is that
wages should not rise above a certain per-
centage, is it not?

Mr. BALL., No. Later, I shall make
a point concerning profit. The point I
was trying to make was that steadily
during the years, and particularly dur-
ing the past year, the percentage of the
total national income going to wage
earners has increased greatly.

Mr. AIKEN. I do not dispute that
statement. Does the Senator have any
figures with regard to the total number
of employees involved? Of course, dur-
ing the period 1909 to 1913 there were
a great many small establishments
throughout the country which have since
been integrated into large corporations.

Mr. BALL. I do not have any figures
on that point. I would assume that the
number of establishmenis has decreased
somewhat, but not very greatly. Of
course, the laber force has increased tre-
mendously, but that does not alter, par-
ticularly, the percentages.

Mr. AIKEN. I thank the Senator.

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, the figures
which I have quoted also show that the
increase in pe. capita national income
has been 263 percent in the same period
from 1909 to 1945. The average per
capita income in dollars increased from
$317 in 1909 to $1,153 in 1945. The in-
crease has been steady throughout the
period, but of course it did jump very
heavily during the war years. In fact
from 1938 to 1945 it increased approxi-
mately 130 percent.

Mr. President, I have before me a table
which I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorr at this point as a
part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp
as follows:
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Source: National Income Unit U. 8. Department of
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Mr, BALL. Mr., President, I think
these figures from the Department of
Commerce show very clearly that the
trend for the past 40 years has been
toward increasing the wage earners’
share of the national income at the ex-
pense of profits of both corporations and
individual proprietors. I know that it is
politically inexpedient today to defend
profits. But as I learned economics,
reasonable profits are absolutely essen-
tial in the operation of the competitive
capitalistic system, and I am for that
‘system. I think that there is a danger
point below which we cannot foree profits
by legislation or regulations without
running a serious risk of drying up and
sterilizing the whole capitalistic system.
It is the contention of the majority that
in large part the increase in manufac-
turing costs which would be brought
about by a 75-cent statutory minimum
wage could be absorbed out of profits
which since 1909 have dropped for all
categories, from 42 percent of the na-
tional income to 29.8 percent of the
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national income. I may remind those
supporting the majority report that in
the long run it is profits invested in new
capital equipment and new machinery
which must increase the productivity
and thereby the real wages and living
standards of the workers in this coun-
try. If we in our somewhat political
attacks on profits so penalize them and
dry them up that that flow of new capi-
tal is decreased or eliminated com-
pletely, then our living standards in-
evitably will begin to drop.

Mr. President, as this bill was intro-
duced originally it included in section 8
a provision which would have given in-
dustry committees authority, with the
approval of the administrator, to fix
minimum wages for various classifica-
tions above the unskilled level. In other
words, as it was originally proposed,
8. 1349 was not a minimum wage bill
at all, but a bill to give the Government
authority to fix all wages for any type of
work. The inevitable result of such
wage fixing by the Government would

be a complete Government control of

our whole economy, because we could
not fix wages without fixing prices and
profits and eventually regulating all of
business to such an extent that we
would have to take it over and run it.
I am opposed to that. The original
section 8 has been eliminated, but I think
the purpose behind it still remains.
There seems to be a tendency on the
part of many groups to regard a statu-
tory minimum wage as a device gradu-
ally to boost wage earners’ incomes and
living standards by legislation, regard-
less of the total productivity of this
country’s industry and workers. I
think that concept is fundamentally
unsound. I believe that every time the
Government starts tinkering with the
economy in this direct fashion in an
effort to force higher living standards
without regard to the economic factors
which must bring about such higher
living standards, we take one step nearer
the totalitarian form of government.
Mr. President, my concept of a statu-
tory minimum wage is that it is a part
of our basic social-security program to
fix minimum—and they must be mini-
mum—economic-security standards for
all the people, leaving it to individual
initiative and enterprise to achieve the
economic progress we expect. In other
words, the proper function of a minimum
wage, it seems to me, is to place a floor
under the incomes of productive work-
ers, just as old-age annuities and unem-
ployment-compensation benefits place a
floor under the living standards of the
inevitable casualties in a free economy.
Beyond placing this floor under our citi-
zens' economic security, I believe the
obligation of government is to see to it
that all the people get an even break and
as nearly as possible equal opportunities,
and to leave the rest to their individual
initiative. If, as seems to be the case,
it is the ultimate purpose of those favor-
ing the committee bill to force the mini-
mum wage up to $1 an hour, which would
provide the $2,000 annual income which
they regard as the minimum necessary
to maintain an American standard of
living, regardless of the effort put forth
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by the individual, then I think they are
writing the death sentence of initiative
and enterprise, which are essential to a
free economy.

Personally, I should like to see a min-
imum wage of 40 or 50 cents applied to
every worker in the country, with no
exemptions. I do not think thut would
be possible today under price control, but
I would vote for it the day price control
is lifted. That, it seems to me, would
fulfill the real function of a minimum-
wage law, of placing a floor under indi-
vidual economic security.

To sum up, Mr. President, I think it
is exceedingly dangerous to gamble with
the economy of America on the basis of
pure guesses and estimates. ‘I shall sup-
port the Ellender-Ball amendment: and
if it fails, I shall have to oppose S. 1349.

Mr. TUNNELL. Mr. President, with
regard to the pending bill I cut from the
Philadelphia Inquirer of recent date a
clipping which I shall read:

Administration leaders have privately ad-
mitted that they haven't a prayer of getting
the broad new minimum-wage bill—as is—
through the Senate. They know theyre
licked, and they're willing to compromise.

I call attention to this sort of propa-
ganda which is being put into the news-
papers for the purpose of fighting the
minimum wage bill.

What I have read is followed by this
language:

Just as it did in the House, where the
administration lost control of its housing,
labor, and full-employment programs, the
leadership once more has run afoul of the
now familiar coalition of Republicans and
southern Democrats.

The minimum wage bill had hardly been
brought onto the floor of the Senate before
the southern Democrats were hard at work.

On the other side of the aisle, Republi-
cans contented themselves with working be-
hind the scenes, They held their fire while
Senator RicHArp B. Russerr (Democrat of
Georgia), representing the farm bloc, pro-
posed an inflationary amendment that would
ralse food prices an estimated 15 to 20 per-
cent, and Senator JAMEs O, EASTLAND (Demo-
crat of Mississippl), suggested tacking on
the Hobbs antiracketeering bill verbatim.

The peculiar situation with regard to
this comment is that the writer seems
to assume that this bill is one that af-
fects the administration and not one
that affects the people of the United
States. It does not seem to occur to him
that the worker is interested at all; it is
only a political game in which as he says,
southern Democrats and northern Re-
publicans are combined. I do not know,
but it seems to me that that is rather a
slander on both of them. I do not think
either the southern Democrats or the
northern Republicans would admit such
a partnership; but this writer seems to
take it for granted that all the members
of this so-called combination will admit
that they are working together, regard-
less of the merits of the case, for the
purpose of defeating something which
the writer says the administration wants.
I am clearly of the opinion that it is the
worst type of propaganda. I do not
think there is the slightest truth in the
statement he makes as to the agreement
or attempted agreement, I read further
from the article:
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This afternoon, while the proponents of
higher minimum wages were making their
formal speeches for the RECORD, an excep=
tionally authoritative source said he expect-
ed the coalition to load the bill down next
week with two more highly controversial
issues—namely, the Petrillo bill and the
Case bill. Both stringent labor-curbing
measures.

That is interesting in view of the fact
that I have received many contradictions
from people as to the Case bill being an
antilabor bill at all. This writer puts
the Case bill down clearly as “a stringent
labor-curbing measure.” He at least
was telling the truth about that.

With this in prospect, even before the de-
bate gets down to brass tacks on the floor,
the administration spokesman admitted de-
feat, revealing a leadership willingness to
compromise on a flat minimum of 60 cents
an hour instead of the proposed progression
from 65 to 70 and finally 756 cents an hour
in 2-year stages.

I doubt if the writer of that article or
the publisher of the newspaper can find
any responsible person who made any
suggestion of that sort or agreed to any
such suggestion, or that it was some-
thing which appeared to be agreeable to
this so-called combination between Re-
publicans and southern Democrats.

And there appeared to be every likelihood
that the leadership would be willing to con-
fine the coverage to those workers who are
now within the scope of the wage-hour law,
instead of widening it to include chain-store
employees, department-store employees, can-
nery workers, and, in short, virtually all
wage-earners but farm hands.

He failed to refer to the fact that the
deoartment store or chain store would
have to have five stores or sell $500,000
worth of goods a year. That is another
indication of the reason for the writing
of just this type of an article:

In the House during the last few months
it has almost been like watching a football
game from the grandstands. The leadership

would kick cff, the coalition would catch the
ball—

That is, the so-called southern Demo-
crats and northern Republicans—
and never stop running with it. In the field
of neither labor nor housing legislation
could the administration ever recover.

In other words, it is not a matter for
the benefit of the Nation; it ‘s 2 question
of which shall succeed politically, this
so-called coalition or the administration,
as this writer states it.

The Senate, so far, has been somewhat
more tubtle except for the continuing fizht
in the Senate Labor Committee before the
minimum wage bill was reported out. But
the heavy hand of the coalition is readily
apparent in the fatal amendments already
stacked up against the measure,

There is no pretense here that the bill
is for the benefit of the country or for the
benefit of the laboring man. It is some-
thing which is being loaded up “by fatal
amendments stacked up against the
measure.” I think perhaps he may have
the right slant on some of those amend-
ments. ;

Twice the Case bill, which would change
the parity formula to include the costs of
farm Jabor, was passed by the House only
to be killed in the Senate by the threat of a
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Presidential veto, It would make southern
farmers very happy, regardless of what it did
to the urban housewife.

Twice also the antiracketeering bill was
passed by the House, only to die in one of
the many pigeonholes known to the Senate
Judiclary Committee. In many respects it
is a good bill, although it has never been
acceptable to prolabor Senators. It, too,
would make the southern farmer happy.

The Case bill, of course, breathed its last
gasp in the offices of the Senate Labor Com-
mittee, where even mildly antilabor Sen=
ators weren't interested in rushing out the
pulmotor., The only possible way it can get
before the Senate now is by way of an
amendment—or rider—to some  other
measure.

Introduction of the Case bill—when and if
necessary—would identify the group that is
out to scuttle minimum wages even more
positively than fingerprints.

Who are the people who are “out to
scuttle minimum wages”? That is put
down as a plain objective of somebody.
Those who speak in opposition to the
pending bill tell us that they favor high
wages. They go away beyond the min-
imum wage. Yet this writer, who seems
to speak very glibly of attempted agree-
ments and the like, says they are out to
scuttle the minimum-wage bill.

There was a time when it was understocd
that Senator Crauvpe Peprer, father of the
minimum-wage bill, would accept the Pace
bill as an amendment; it would bring in farm
bloe support. Later, the piling up of other
controversial amendments showed PEPPER
which way the wind was blowing.

A check of the Senate's membership. dis-
closes no more than 25 votes for the Pepper
measure as it stands now.

This erticle, as I have said, is a delib-
erate attempt to destroy the minimum
wage bill by false statements as to what
the real situation is, and, I hope, by false
statements with regard to the motives of
a so-called coalition. I do not think any
considerable number of Senators will put
themselves in the position of voting, in a
matter which affects so many millions of
people, merely on political grounds, and
as a means of attempting to hit at cer-
tain political sections. I cannot imagine
such a situation, and do not believe it
exists, notwithstanding the statements
of the writer from whom I have just
quoted.

Mr. President, there is undoubtedly a
difference of opinion, indeed, a very seri-
ous difference of opinion, between those

who believe in a minimum-wage law and-

those who do not believe there should
be a minimum-wage law at all. I am
unable to see why ther ' is any difference
in principle in the advocacy of a hill
carrying a minimum wage of 65 cents
rather than one carrying a minimum
wage of 40 cents. I do not see any dif-
ference in principle. Each would be Na-
tion-wide in its application, each would
be for the purpose of preventing what
are generally known as sweat-shop con-
ditions.

Mr, President, the minority of the
committee have filed a plan or proposal
for reducing the minimum wage plan of
the majority. I wish to call attention to
some of the things which have already
been sa’d in the debate. The senior S2n-
ator from New Jersey [Mr. Hawkesl,
last Friday, made this statement, which
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appears on page 2557 of the CoNGRES-
SIONAL RECORD:

I do not know whether the committee gave
thought to the point I am about to mention,
My colleague knows me and he knows what
I believe in regard to wages. The Senator
from Eentucky [Mr. BArxLEY] said one thing
with which I can definitely agree, namely,
that if we can obtain throughout the United
States a satisfied group of employees who are
not worrying all day long about making a
living, they will do more efficient work and
will help solve the problems of our de-
mocracy. There is no question about that
at all.

But again I ask whether the committee
gave definite thought to the matter of fore-
seeing the future. I think the Senator will
find that most businessmen in the United
States would go along very happily with the
proposal for a &5-cent minimum wage or
some similar figure; but 1 think it will be
found that nearly every person in the United
States who is charged with operating a busi-
ness and meeting a pay roll will say, “Why
did the legislative body think it could fore-
see what would happen in this great country
of ours 18 months from now?”

Apparently the thought of the Senator
from New Jersey was that we dare not
legislate for a time in the future; that
the future is something which no one
knows anything about. The Senator
from Vermont [Mr. A1RKEN] said:

I should like to know how long a distance
the senior Senator from New Jersey consid-
ers 1t is from the present to the future which
is dealt with by the pending bill, and how

far we would have to go before we arrived at
that future.

We cannot legislate for the past. That
would have no effect on the conduct of
man. Now the point is made that we
cannot legislate for the future because
we do not knew the future. Therefore
the Senator from Vermont asked the
very pertinent question, “How long a
distance is the future?” We are by the
Constitution clearly prevented from
dealing with the past.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HoEy
in the chair). Does the Senator from
Delaware yield to the Senator from Ver-
mont?

Mr, TUNNELL. I yield.

Mr. ATKEN. The Senator from Dela-
ware may recall that the Senator from
New Jersey was referring to an 18-
month period, and stating that we could
not foresee conditions 18 months ahead.
We could very aptly have called his at-
tention to the fact that it was the mi-
nority members of the committee and
not the majority members of the com-
mittee that used the 18-month period
of time.

Mr. TUNNELL. The point I am get-
ting at is that the Senator from New
Jersey was objecting, as the Senator
from Vermont and I both understood, to
the suggestion in the minority report
that the wage should be effective 18
months later,

Mr. AIEKEN. The Senator from New
Jersey held that we could not foresee
conditions which would exist 18 months
later. However, the minority and the
majority of the committee both agreed
on legislating for 18 months into the
future. :
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Mr, TUNNELL. Yes; but the senior
Senator from New Jersey does not agree
with either the minority or the majority.
He does not believe in legislating for the
future, as I understand.

Mr, ATKEN. I agree with the senior
Senator from New Jersey that there are
a good many people who cannot see 18
months into the future. But I do not
think that many of them are in the
Senate.

Mr, TUNNELL, I agree that it is a
great problem as to when we shall reach
a certain stage of development, and all
that. At the same time I do not think
our predecessors in the Senate or in the
House refrained from passing the 40-
cent per hour minimum law on the
ground that they could not see into the
future.

Mr. AIKEN. I think that conditions
which will prevail 18 months from now
are going to depend to a considerable
extent upon the sort of legislation .we
enact now. We can legislate to make
national conditions better in the future
or we can legislate in such a manner as
to retard national expansion and
growth.

Mr. TUNNELL. I should like to ask
the Senator from Vermont this question:
Does he believe that the defeat of the
minimum wage bill would have the effect
of increasing the prosperity of the coun-
try 18 months from now?

Mr. AIKEN. The Senator knows my
attitude on that gquestion. I think the
defeat of the bill would tend to diminish
national prosperity 18 months from now.

Mr. TUNNELL. Thus by our own votes
we would be bringing on such a condition
that a minimum wage that would help to
support or would come anywhere near
supporting a family would simply be
impossible. :

Mr. AIEEN. That is correct.

Mr. TUNNELL. There is a theory ad-
vanced in the views of the minority to
which I wish to call attention:

The committee majority has departed from
that concept of a “minimum wage"” for an
individual and is attempting to fix as a mini-
mum what might be termed *a standard
wage” needed to support a family of four.
The standard used by one witness after an-
other on behalf of the 75-cent figure was the
amount necessary to maintain adequately a
family of four. Repeated efforts failed to
produce any evidence, or even rellable esti-
mates, as to how many wage earners who
would be affected by the bill actually are re-
sponsible for the support of a family of
that size.

As I have understood, those who oppose
a minimum wage of any consequence be-
lieve that the wage should depend on the
value of the services rendered, on the
value of the wage earner. In the mi-
nority views Senators say that a family
of four is not what we are attempting to
provide for; that that is not the basis
for the minimum wage; but that a family
of one is what we are considering.

Since I read that astonishing attitude
on the part of the minority of the com-
mittee I have been wondering just how
the wife and two little children were go-
ing to live. If the wage which a person
is to receiye will support a single man or
a married man without supporting his
wife and two children, then I wonder how
the' wife is going to be supported, and I
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wonder how the 1-year-old child or the
2-year-old child is going to be supported,
because a minimum wage is not supposed
to be sufficient to support anyone but the
wage earner himself, and at 40 cents an
hour, with 40 hours a week, the wage will
not support anyone but the wage earner.

Mr. President, there is not very much
use to attempt to defend a policy of that
sort, and I was somewhat surprised when
one or two Senators seemed to attempt
to justify the thought that a minimum
wage should be sufficient to support only
the wage earner himself.

I do not know how it may be in some
States, . but in my State I think the
minority of the committee would have a
good deal of difficulty persuading the
Attorney General’s office that the wage
earner was not liable for the support of
his wife and two little children.

Mr, President, I hope the views ex-
pressed by the minority represent the
belief of only a minority of the Ameri-
can people. I hope only a minority of
the American people hold to the theory
that a person who is the head of a fam-
ily, the wage earner, is the only one who
should be considered, and that the wage
for him should be the wage for both
himself and his wife and for all his
family. This is a most astonishing and
absurd position for the membership of
the minority to take with respect to a
minimum wage. Yet the minority re-
port is signed by six members of the
Senate Committee on Education and
Labor.

The Nation since 1938 has been living
under a minimum-wage theory; it has
had a minimum-wage law, and that law
certainly was not passed on the tkLeory
that the minimum wage was to be dif-
ferent in the case of a single man from
what it was in the case of a married man,
nor was it based on the theory that no
one but the wage earner himself should
be considered when dealing with a fam-
ily of four.

Mr. President, the views of the minor-
ity on Senate bill 1349 should bz studied
and read by every Member of the Senate,
because it is a classic of its type. It is
remarkable for its ability to set up false
issues and to demolish the opposition
based on those issues. It is remarkable
also for its ability to start from a par-
tially true premise and proceed to a logi-
cal conclusion which is completely false
or completely irrelevant.

Repeatedly, those who oppose a decent
minimum-wage law have said that the
proposal now pending before the Senate
represents an increase of 87% percent.
Those who make that statement also tell
us that a very large percentage of the
wage earners are now receiving 65 cents
an hour; and then they turn around and,
without directly saying so, give the im-
pression that this is a proposal to in-
crease wages 871 percent. That is not
the truth. It is not the situation, and no
one will claim that it is, when we come
down to a plain statement of what wage
earners are receiving. It is not denied
that 80 percent of the factory workers of
America are now receiving 65 cents an
hour or more—many of them more. One
witness who appeared before the com-
mittee stated, as I recall, that he was
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paying those in his factory $1.20 an hour.
I heard a Member of the Senate say that
in the factory over which he presides
when he is not in the Senate there is a
minimum wage of 80 cents an hour.

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. TUNNELL. I yield.

Mr. HAWKES. I appreciate the Sen-
ator’s remarks in regard to what I said
in the Senate. The Senator is absolutely
correct. However, I should like to invite
his attention to the fact that the mini-
mum to which he refers is not fixed by
law. It is adjustable to changing eco-
nomic and world conditions. I think
that is a very vital thing.

I am sure that the Senator wishes to
have my viewpoint on this question. The
system under which the factory in which
I am interested operates is based upon
voluntary cooperation. Adjustments are
made on a voluntary basis. I know of a
case in which the workers of a particular
company, wkich was not making money,
went to the management and stated that
they would like very much to help the
company through a difficult period by
accepting a reduction of 10 cents an
hour. The point I wish to stressis that if
the minimum wage is set too high, and an
employer cannot go below it without vio-
lating the law, he is in a fixed position,
which may mean tremendous difficulty in
our economic structure throughout the
United States. That is the point I wish
to make clear.

Mr. TUNNELL. I understand the
Senator entirely. I know that he stated
that in his factory a minimum wage of
80 cents an hour was being paid, and that
the factory had increased the wages 10
cents an hour without it costing the
company a cent,

Mr. HAWKES. That is an absolutely
correct statement.

Mr. TUNNELL. The increase in
wages was compensated for by an in-
crease in productivity. I believe that the
Senator has the right idea of the wage
situation. I am not saying what I say
about the Senator with any idea of re-
flecting upon him. I am congratulating
him, because I think his plan is a great
improvement over the plan by which the
workers must wait until starvation drives
them perhaps to take a stand of hos-
tility or even engage in violence.

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will
the Senator further yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DoN-
NELL in the chair). Does the Senator
from Delaware yield to the Senator from
New Jersey?

Mr, TUNNELL., I yield.

Mr. HAWKES. I should like to em-
phasize the vast difference between doing
a thing voluntarily and being in a posi-
tion to make adjustments, as compared
with an inflexible requirement of law
under which changes cannot be made
when necessary. That is the vital point
in the piecture. Let me say to the Sen-
ator, as I said the other day, that any
business which must rely upon the ex-
ploitation of labor for its existence is not
entitled to exist. I go further and say
that there are many marginal businesses,
which are extremely vital to the welfare
of our American system, but which
might have to go out of existence if the
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wage rate were increased 5 or 10 cents
an hour beyond a certain minimum.

Mr. TUNNELL. I entirely agree with
the Senator that no employer has a right
to pay dividends in terms of the sick-
ness of his employees, or in terms of
the amount of money which the em-
ployees have earned, and which he re-
fuses to pay. I say that the employer
has no right to pay dividends based upon
such conditions, and that the profits
and the success of the business are
falsely judged if they are based upon
such a foundation.

I return to the thought of the Sen-
ator from New Jersey. He is afraid of
what this Congress may do now; but he
does not look forward to the Congresses
of the future, which will be able to take
care of the situation which will then
exist. The conditions with respect to
labor to which I refer do not exist in
the case of workers who are receiving
80 cents an hour, but they do exist
among those who are receiving 40 cents
an hour. The Senator from New Jersey
states that there is a minimum wage in
his factory of $32 a week. In the fac-
tories and in the woods of the State of
the Senator from Louisiana there is a
minimum of $16 a week, which will not
pay for a decent American standard of
living. The purpose of the minimum-
wage bill is to take care of such situa-
tions.

It is said that the enactment of the
proposed minimum wage bill would in-
crease the price of lumber by 5 percent.
That would be a terrible situation to
picture, would it not? We might save
a million lives, but we would have to pay
5 percent more for lumber.

The minority believes in holding down
the wage. Instead of allowing a mini-
mum wage of 65 cents an hour, they wish
to make it 55 cents. Perhaps they will
be able to scrape the butter off the bread
of millions of children. Perhaps they
will be able to take the dessert from the
laboring man’s dinner pail. Perhaps
they will be able to reduce the number
of meals which a worker can have in the
course of a year. Perhaps they will be
able to soften the teeth of the children
of America so that they cannot be filled—
a condition which the evidence showed
to exist. Perhaps they will be able to
keep a little girl from going to school be-
cause she cannot have glasses for her
eyes. Perhaps they can bring about
such a condition that millions of men
and women in America will be weak and
sickly because they cannot obtain medi-
cal treatment. But they will be saving
10 cents an hour, and that is the purpose
of their proposal. :

‘When all is said and done, the fear of
what is going to happen in the future
does not impress me so long as the Amer-
ican Government is functioning, so long
as Congress will continue to meet, per-
haps a Congress with the same Members
in it, 5 or 10 years from now. I assume
that future Congresses will be just as
intelligent as is the present Congress,
and will have just as much ability to look
forward and, if necessary, say, “This
minimum wage is too high. Things
have reached the point where living costs
are lower, and it is no longer necessary
to maintain such a high minimum stand-

that.
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ard.” Why should we say that the next
few years will produce a Senate and a
House which will not look after the in-
terests of American labor? What right
have we to say that, any more than we
have a right to say it as to the present
Senate and House? No Member of the
Senate will say that a family of four or
three and a fraction can be supported on
the minimum wage. No one dares say
The Senator from Minnesota said,
“Why don’t you make it a dollar?” Mr.
President, some of our workers have al-
ready passed the dollar limit; many busi-
nesses are paying a wage of a dollar an
hour in cases in which they are able to
do s0. I am not one of those who wish
to say, as the Senator =aid, that it is dan-
gerous to mention profits. I say that
without profits there cannot be proper
living conditions in America during the
coming period. We must have profits
for the businessman, and I agree just as
thoroughly to that as does any other
Member of the Senate. I believe there
must be profits. I am not so completely
carried away with the idea that there
are no profits, when the Government
agencies tell us that there was a national
income of $161,000,000,000 last year and
the largest profits in our history. The
Senator from Minnesota said, “Suppose
you reach the point where there is no
money available for the building of new
factories or the establishing of new busi-
nesses? Suppose the time comes when
you encroach so heavily upon the total
that there is nothing left for anyone to
buy with or invest with?” Mr, Presi-
dent, let us see what the total bank de-
posits of the United States amount to.
The estimated bank deposits in the
United States and its possessions as of
December 31, 1945, amounted to $166,-
508,514,000, The Senator from Minne-
sota stood before the Senate and won-
dered whether there would be sufficient
money available for investment in busi-
ness ventures. Well, Mr. President, I do
not know, but I am hoping that there
will be sufficient money. If the present
amount is not adequate within the next
3 months or 6 months or a year there
will be an increase in bank deposits, un-
less the money is invested in business. 1
hope to see a large amount of it invested
because, as has been stated, that is how
we are going to continue the prosperity
of America.

When we are told that 9,000,000 of
our people have received wage increases
within the last 6 months, I am inclined
to think that business is successful and
that the American people, from both the
standpoint of labor and the standpoint
of business, are intelligent, are success-
ful, and have men at work. After all,
today 52,000,000 Americans are gainfully
employed; $166,000,000,000 is on deposit
in banks in the United States and its
possessions, and national income in the
amount of $161,000,000,000 was produced
last year. So, Mr. President, can it be
said that we are in danger at this time?

We are told that we must not legislate
for the future. That same argument will
apply to every bill that is presented to
the Senate. We are told, “Do not do it,
because it may be that in the future dif-
ferent conditions will prevail, and by that
time there will be opposition to lowering
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the minimum wage.” If the condition
which some of our people fear develops
it may become necessary to change the
minimum wage. Some of our people
fear that the time will come when we
shall have to pay less.

On Friday of last week, the junior Sen-
ator from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] said,
25 appears on page 2599 of the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECCRD:

I agree with the Senator. It is only a ques-
tion of how rapidly we ean do it, and whether
my point is well taken that the report of the
ma}ority would do it too fast and too soon.

Mr. President, those were the words
used—"“too fast and too soon.” There
are some underfed, underpaid workmen
in America; not all our workmen are
being paid 80 cents on hour. I imagine
that those who are receiving less than a
living wage, who find that they cannot
pay their store bill on Saturday night,
who find that they cannot hire a doctor
because they do not have the money to
pay him, who cannot do the things that
will enable them to raise a strong,
healthy, active American family, do not
think that it will be too fast and too
soon.

I say to the Senate that this problem
is a practical one. It is not a case of
whim. If the American people cannot
afford to pay sufficient to enable the chil-
dren of the workingmen to develop into
strong, healthy boys and girls and to
grow up to be healthy men and women,
then there is something wrong with the
consuming public and something wrong
with the people who have $166,000,000,-
000 in the banks.

The report of the minority is to be
commended for its ability to ignore a
record composed of over 1,500 printed
pages, so as to avoid submitting the least
iota of evidence to support its conclu-
sions. The process of obfuscation which
permeates the report is a classic, and I
recommend it for study by all who are
interested in the subject. Pending such
a study, I shall do my best to outline to
the Senate the tortuous meanderings of
the minds which drafted the minority
report.

The minority report says the two
n.ajor issues involved in connection with
Senate bill 1249 are, first, the determina-
tion of what is a proper minimum wage
at this time, and, second, the coverage
of the law. The report provides a set-
ting for the discussion of the minimum
wage by stating that the majority pro-
pose to increase the present minimum
wage from 40 cents an hour to 65 cents
an hour, or 622 percent immediately,
and in 4 years to 75 cents, or an 87%%
percent increase. The minority then
label the committee bill a 75-cent mini-
mum wage bill because by 1950 such a
minimum wage will be mandatory. It
is true that in statutory language an
increase from 40 cents an hour to 65
cents an hour is proposed; but anyone
who has attended the hearings held by
the committee or who has taken the
trouble to read the transcript of the
hearings knows that is no* the reality of
the situation, and knows that the actual
increase to the vast majority of low-paid
workers will not be anything like 6215
percent.
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The majority of the committee are
dealing with realities, at a time when
millions of workers are desperately in
need of food, shelter, and -clothing.
The realities are that there are few cov-
ered workers earning less than 55 cents
an hour, and that for the most part the
committee recommendation amounts to
an increase of about 10 cents an hour
from 55 cents to 65 cents, or an increase
of approximately 18 percent. That is
the reality of the situation and not the
62.5 percent mirage presented by the
minority.

Mr. President, if the workers of the
Nation were now receiving but 40 cents
an hour, the statements set forth in the
minority report would be correct. As
it is, they are not correct, and are decep-
tive to those who do not study the ques-
tion involved.

The minority report goes on to recom-
mend a minimum wage of 55 cents an
hour and represents it as a 37.5-percent
increase. The minority proposal, in es-
sence, is to legalize the present minimum
standard applicable to most of American
industry. True it is that there are cer-
tain areas where even a 55-cent mini-
mum will do some good, but to offer it as
a 37.5-percent increase in wages is noth-
ing but sheer humbug.

The minority did not stop here. This
does not fully represent their judgment
as to what Congress owes to those of
its citizens who have gained least in a
rise in the national income from
$64,000,000,000 to $160,000,000,000. The
minority proposes, out of a tremendous
sense of responsibility, to increase the
minimum to 60 cents an hour. When?
In 18 months. Yes; 18 months. With
that increase the new minimum, the re-
port smugly points out, represents a 50-
percent increase over the present. If the
low-paid workers of the country could
eat or wear percentages this would be a
wonderful proposal, indeed. As it hap-
pens, however, they require dollars and
cents to live on, and of that the minority
proposes to give them very, very little.

No man can calculate accurately
that the business of this country is in
position to pay 60 cents an hour but can-
not pay 65 cents an hour. The differ-
ence is altogether too small. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota has attempted to
show that the difference represents a
small division line between those who
are liberal and those who are not liberal.
I do not think that such a small division
accurately represents the difference be-
tween liberals and so-called reaction-
aries. I do not wish to criticize anyone
who sees differently from me in that re-
spect. But the minority did not stop at
that point.

The justification for the program sub-
mitted by the minority is, first, that the
proposed increase of 55 cents an hour
is roughly equivalent to the increase in
cost of living and, secondly, that the fur-
ther increase to 60 cents “not only will
compensate for any likely increase in
the cost of living but also will provide
a substantial increase to reflect antici-
pated increases in the productivity of
workers and other factors.

If the American workman is receiving
55 cents an hour at the present time—
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some of them are receiving less—what
would be the advantage gained if the
minority views were enacted into law?
They would prevent the laboring class of
this country from receiving any increase
whatever. It would be in only a few iso-
lated cases that they would receive any
increase at all. But the Senator from
Minnesota said that labor is now organ-
ized. He has said that 15,000,000 people
are now in the ranks of union labor.
Perhaps there are that many. My own
estimate is that about one-fourth of the
total labor employed in this country at
the present time is unionized. If there
are 52,000,000 gainfully employed, as we
are told there are, and assuming that the
Senator is correct in his statement that
approximately 15,000,000 of them are
unionized, there still remain 37,000,000
workers who do not have the protection
of union labor. They do not have the
right of collective bargaining. They are
merely on the outside, and there is where
the injustice is being done to the labor-
ing class today. As I have previously
said, there has been an increase within
the past few months in the wages paid
to approximately 6,000,000 American
workmen. No small part of that increase
is due to the introduvction of the pending
bill. I believe that the employers of
America have seen the justice of this
measure. They have seen that there
should be paid an increase in wages, and
that a business which is unable to pay
the increase is not supporting its labor
in an American style.

Roughly spezking—very roughly, in-
deed—the increase from 40 cents to 55
cents an hour is equivalent to the in-
crease in the cost of living. The majority
of the committee has found, on the basis
of detailed evidence submitted by a num-
ber of experts on the subject, that the
increase in cost of living for the low-paid
workers is at least 40 percent, and some
experts place the figure substantially
higher. But, Mr. President, the point to
be remembered is that those workers will
already be receiving 55 cents an hour be-
fore receiving any aid as a result of this
bill.

The minority fails even to recommend
an increase in proportion to the increase
in cost of living, but makes up for this
nigegardliness by its generosity in sug-
gesting a 5-cent increase to be achieved
almost 2 years after the passage of the
bill. -

Mr. President, 18 months and then 120
days must elapse after the bill is enacted
into law before it becomes effective. So,
according to the minority views, if work-
ers are now receiving 55 cents an hour
they will receive a 50-percent increase
after the lapse of 22 months. That sit-
uation represents a difference in views
between the majority and the minority
members of the committee. One believes
that the American laborer is entitled to
sufficient to live on, and the other says,
in effect, “make him live on that
amount,” naming an amount which it
admits is below living standards.

This 5-cent increase, the minority be-
lieves, not only will compensate for any
likely increase in the cost of living, but
will also provide “a substantial increase™
the minority says “a substantial in-
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crease” to reflect an “anticipated in-
crease in the productivity of workers and
other factors.”

The report fails to indicate how much
of the 5-cent increase proposed will com-
pensate for any likely increase in the cost
of living, how much will represent the in-
crease to reflect anticipated increased
productivity, and how much will repre-
sent the other unspecified factors. It is
surprising to me that the committee
failed to admonish the low-paid workers
egainst careless spending of the 5-cent
increase which it recommends for 2
years—22 months, to be exact—from the
date of passage of this bill and I am
somewhat surprised that they have not
told us that the 5 cents an hour increase
would be inflationary, because that is a
standard objection.

Inflation, as I understand it, comes
from the bidding by many people who
have money for property which is scarce,
resulting in a rise in prices. I say to the
minority, there will be a terrible inflation,
if they do not exercise great care, when
they raise the wages of underpaid work-
ers, those who are getting from $22 to $24
a week. Look out for the inflation. That
makes just as much sense as the state-
ment that the minimum wage is not for
a family of four, such as America has,
but is only for the head of the family.

In making its recommendation of a 55-
cent minimum based upon a cost-of-liv-
ing adjustment, the minority report
carelessly ignores the increase in pro-
ductivity which has taken place since
1938, when the 40-cent minimum was es-
tablished as the immediate congressional
objective. The committee fails to call
attention to the fact that as a Nation we
have increased our national income from
$64,000,000,000 to $160,000,000,000, an in-
crease, when allowance is made for in-
creased population and higher prices,
of approximately 75 percent per capita.

The minority report fails to give the
slightest indication as to why the
workers who were in the greatest need
should be given no share in this in-
creased productivity of 75 percent. All
that is offered is some unspecified por-
tion of a nickel share in prospective
productivity. When it is considered
that the most conservative estimates are
for an increase in productivity of at
least 10 percent a year in the next few
years, or approximately 20 percent by
the time the minority recommendation
of 5 cents would go into effect, the por-
tion of the nickel which the committee
recommends does not seem very benef-
icent. It seems so utterly niggardly
that in all fairness it would be better
if the minority had recommended that
the minimum stay at 55 ¢ents an hour.
At least the issues would have then been
clear to the Senate and to the voters of
the country. At least it would be clear
that the sponsors of the minority report
advocate a policy of denying to those
millions of workers who depend upon
Congress to maintain a minimum of sub-
sistence any share in the 75-percent in-
crease in real per capita national income
since 1938 and in 30- to 40-percent in-
crease in productivity which will occur
between 1946 and 1950.
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The second major contention of the
minority on the minimum-wage question
is that in legislating in 1938 Congress
was fixing & minimum wage for an indi-
vidual and not a proper wage for a
family of four. After having set up this
false issue of minimum wage versus a
proper wage, the minority goes about
the task of demolishing the arguments
for setting of wages above the minimum
which it considers to be a very radical
departure from previous policy and only
a short step into Government fixing of
all wage rates, which the committee
characterizes as a policy which surely
would mean the end of our free, com-
petitive economy.

If our workmen are brought to a state
of starvation, if they cannot pay their
necessary expenses, I wonder how our
free competitive economy will stand
then. How does is stand now?

As proof of the fact that the majority
is seeking to fix wages above the mini-
mum and not a minimum wage, the mi-
nority cites the elimination of a provi-
sion which was in the original S. 1349
which specifically provided for a certain
amount of wage fixing above the mini-
mum. For sheer logic this should get
some kind of a prize. The fact that the
committee majority voted to eliminate
any wage fixing above the minimum and
to restrict itself to recommending a min-
imum wage is cited by the minority as
proof that the majority recommenda-
tion constitutes a fixing of wages above
the minimum. This statement must be
read to be believed.

It is not clear how the minority arrives
at the profound conclusion that in 1938
Congress was legislating a minimum wage
for a single individual, since not one iota
of proof for this statement is offered by
the minority, or any other statement, for
that matter. The Fair Labor Standards
Act findings and declaration of policy,
which, I take it, represent congressional
intent, seek to eliminate labor conditions
detrimental to the maintenance of the
minimum standard of living necessary
for health, efficiency, and general well
being of workers. I fail to see any ref-
erence in this statement of policy which
indicates congressional intent to provide
for health, efficiency, and general well
being for single workers only, and to per-
mit families to exist under conditions
that are detrimental to the maintenance
of health, efficiency, and general well
being.

I hope every Senator will read the
minimum wage recommendation in the
minority report. If is not a partisan
matter; it is signed by four Republicans
and two Democrats.

I thought perhaps the committee re-
ports made it clear that what Congress
was intending to protect was the health
and welfare of single workers. I looked
first of all at the President’s message
which led to the passage of the Fair
Labor Standards Act, where I find the
Precident stating that “one-third of our
population, the overwhelming majority
of which is in agricultural industry, is
ill-nourished, ill-clothed, and ill-housed.”
I find nowhere in the Presidential mes-
sage any indication that the minimum
wage which he was seeking was to be a
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minimum for a single individual and not
for a family. Nor do I find any such
statement in the report of the Senate
committee,

I do not quite understand the reason-
ing of those who are attempting to say, as
the writer in the Philadelphia Inquirer
said, that the proposed increase is some-
thing which the administration must
have; Those who are compelled to work
for starvation wages are not adminis-
tration people or antiadministration
people; they are not Democrats or Re-
publicans; they are not people who live
in any particular section of the country.
They are not southern workers or north-
ern workers, except as their employers
pay decent living wages or fail to pay
decent living wages, one or the other.
This is not a matter which starves the
administration; it starves the individual
worker, Under the minority report he
will get, perhaps, after 22 months, an
increase of 5 cents an hour.

The committee did say that 40 cents
an hour “does not give a wage sufficient
to maintain what we would like to regard
as the minimum standard of living.”
Likewise, in the report of the House com-
mittee, it is urged that “no fair-minded
person would suggest” that 40 cents an
hour “is too much to maintain the min-
imum American standard of living."”
What is apparent throughout all these
statements is that Congress was taking
a modest step—and an admittedly in-
adequate one—toward a minimum
American standard of living.

We all know that employers are able
to pay a higher wage. American work-
ers are earning a higher wage, and
American workers are paying for their
living prices which require a higher
wage, and they have to do so.

What the minority report proposes to
do is to freeze that step, which was ad-
mittedly an inadequate one, and to say
to the ill-fed, ill-housed, and ill-clothed
workers of the Nation, that is where we
must stop.

The minority asserts that the majority
of the committee is proposing to recom-
mend “a proper wage” or “a standard
wage” needed to support a family of
four. If the minority is trying to imply
that the majority of the committee re-
gards the 65-cent minimum or even the
75-cent minimum as a proper wage, we
deny that implication. If the minority
is implying that the rate of 65 cents
or 75 cents is a proper wage or a stand-
ard wage for a family of four, that is
their privilege.

Mr. President, I do not think that any
Senator or any other person can sustain
before an American audience the conten-
tion that 55 cents is either a proper wage
or a standard wage.

We of the majority deny that a 65 cent
or 75 cent minimum wage is a proper
wage. We deny that an American family
of four can live in health, decency and
general well-being on such a wage. We
assert that the 65 cent minimum recom-
mended by the majority is truly a mini-
mum wage and that it is inadequate to
carry out the declaration of policy con-
tained in section 2 (a) of the Fair Labor
Standards Act to eliminate labor con-
ditions “detrimental to the maintenance

MARCH 26

of the minimum standard of living neces-
sary for health, efficiency, and general
well-being of workers.”

‘The minority contends, however, that
the low-paid workers of the Nation are
primarily single workers and imply that
the married workers are in the higher
brackets. There is no proof presented in
support of that statement, and so far as
we are able to find it is not true. In
order to make this point, the minority
complains because the proponents of the
bill have failed to produce “any evidence”
as to how many wage earners to be af-
fected by the bill actually are responsible
for the support of a family of four. . The
majority of the committee failed to ob-
tain such information because it con-
sidered it irrelevant; because it felt that
regardless of the number of low-paid
wage earners that are single, the objec-
tives of the Federal policy should be a
nation of families and that a minimum
wage must support a family if it is to
have any meaning at all. Under the
minority theory we must have single
workers in the future. The minority,
though regarding the issue as significant,
fails to provide any information on the
subject. After erroneously asserting that
there are 13,000,000 single individuals
employed in the United States the com-
mittee concludes that “it is logical to
assume that the great bulk of them, be-
ing younger and often beginners, are in
the lower wage brackets.” Since so
much point has been made of this issue
by the minority, I have taken the trouble
to find out what the facts are. On the
basis of the data furnished me by the De-
partments of Labor and Agriculture, I
find that of the American consumer units
earning less than $1,300 in 1941, over 75
percent were family units of two or more
persons and less than 25 percent were
single individuals. The logic on which
the minority rests its case is shattered
by the facts. The fact is that at least 3
out of 4 of the low-paid individuals are
supporting families, and that is not all
since a substantial percentage of single
individuals earning less than $1,300
helped to support members of the family
living elsewhere. Moreover, lest one ac-
cept the contention of the minority that
single individuals in the low-wage
brackets are youthful beginners let me
refer to an article in the February
Monthly Labor Review which points out
that of the single individuals earning
under $1,500 in 1944, about four-fifths
percent were over 30 years of age.

Regardless of these facts, which de-
molish the case of the minority that a
minimum wage should be intended for a
single individual, the majority contends
that the issue is a false one. We contend
that if it is the intention of Congress to
abolish conditions detrimental to the
maintenance of a minimum American
standard of living it must provide a min-
imum wage sufficient to maintain a fam-
ily in health and decency.

How far would an employer get in as-
serting to a married man who applies for
work that he would have to take a par-
ticular amount because he is married,
and in asserting to a single man who
asks for a job that he would have to take
a less amount because he is single? In-
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stead of the minority finding that what
a man does, the amount which he is able
to return because of what he earns, is a
factor, they apparently attempt to base
the wage upon the question of whether
the worker has a family or not, and say
that the minimum wage is not intended
for a family. The fact that it is a mini-
mum wage for a family does not make it
any less a minimum wage. The idea that
a minimum wage for a single individual
is a minimum wage and that a minimum
wage adequate to support a family is a
“proper” wage is sheer sophistry.

The third argument used by the minor-
ity in its support of its program is the
old bugaboo of inflation, on which I shall
not dwell at any length, since I feel sure
it will be adequately demolished. I mere-
ly want to call attention to two mislead-
ing statements made in the three-sen-
tence paragraph on this topic. The first
statement is that American industry
reached the 40-cent minimum only a
little over a year ago. Now, if this state-
ment had read that American industry
was compelied by law to reach the 40-
cent minimum only a little over a year
ago it would have been somewhat closer
to the truth, since the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act required that in the absence of
early action by the Administrator the
40-cent wage should, in any event, go
into efiect on October 24, 1945. However,
the law also required that the Adminis-
trator appoint committees as rapidly as
possible in order to reach the 40-cent
objective as soon after 1938 as possible.
This was done, and the great majority of
underpaid employees reached the 40-cent
minimum by 1942. Thus, the minority
statement should have read that, for the
most part, American industry reached
the 40-cent minimum by spring of 1942,
before the rapid rise in cost of living, and
that all of the remainder reached this
goal by the summer of 1944.

The second misleading statement in
this paragraph is that Chester Bowles
told the committee that the price of
lumber, already high, would have to be
increased 5 percent if the 65-cent mini-
mum goes into effect. This sentence is
inserted to support the view that the 65-
cent minimum would inevitably add tre=-
mendously to the already great inflation-
ary pressures in the country. I submit
that this statement would give the un-
wary reader the impression that Chester
Bowles was opposed to the 65-cent mini-
mum wage. An accurate summary of
Chester Bowles’ testimony is that he was
not worried about inflationary effects of
the bill on any industry with the sole
exception of lumber. With respect to
lumber, Chester Bowles did say that the
price of lumber might be increased by
5 percent. He also said that the prob-
Jem of lumber should be handled through
subsidies so that the workers would be
asked to subsidize the industry. Chester
Bowles also pointed out to the public
only 2 or 3 days ago that the problems
of the lumber and textile industry could
not be solved without increased man-
power and that increased manpower

could not be obtained without higher:

wages.

On the question of coverage, the mi-
nority group asserts that they would
leave the existing law as it is. The mi=
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nority seems to be rather proud of this
position despite the fact that President
Truman, in his message to Congress on
the state of the Union, urged the exten-
sion of coverage to millions of workers
not presently covered, despite the fact
that the Secretary of Labor and the Ad-
ministrator of the Wage and Hour Divi-
sion urged the committee to benefit
from 7 years' experience with the law
to solve some of the problems which have
developed in its administration by ex-
tending the coverage, and despite the
fact that the present coverage of the
bill includes less than half of the work-
ers of the country. The majority of the
committee believes that after 7 years’
experience with the law its benefits
should be extended as far as possible.

The argument given by the minority
against extending the coverage is that
the groups principally affected would be
thousands of small employers engaged in
the processing of farm and fishery prod-
ucts and in retail distribution. These
small employers, asserts the minority,
are already =queezed by the rising wages
and material costs and the OPA ceiling
and would have one more new and com-
plicated set of Government regulations
added to their reconversion problem.

The minority first tell us that the
small employers are generally in the
small towns, and then they tell us that
in the small towns the small employers
are being squeezed by the higher wages.
Then they tell us that the farmer is
already being squeezed because wages are
increasing in the industrial districts.
They then turn around and say that if
the 65-cent minimum is passed it will
result in higher wages to be paid by the
farmers. I wish they would get on one
side or the other of this question. Isthe
fact that wages are being paid at rates
higher than 65 cents the thing which is
driving the farmer to consider higher
wages and meet that competition? Oris
it the faect that there is a possible law
providing a minimum wage which would
not greatly increase the present wage?
Which is it that is driving farm wages
up? If no minimum-wage bill is passed,
will not the farmer still have to compete
with mills such as the one operated by
the Senator from New Jersey, which is
paying 80 cents an hour? Will not the
farmer have to compete with them?

These two statements contain a small
kernel of truth so surrounded by par-
tially true and totally untrue statements
as to be lost to view. Its purpose is
obviously to appeal to the small business
of the Nation. This is, of course, no new
strategy. It has always been the fate of
small business to be the shield behind
which big business has achieved escape
from social legislation. Again they
attempt to hide behind the farmer and
at the same time admit that the wages of
industry have already placed the farmer
in competition with higher wages.

Let me first analyze this question of
small employers in retail distribution.
Is it true that small retailers are covered
by this bill? The facts are—for those
who are interested in facts—that the
committee proposes to extend the cover-
age to the large employers in retail dis-
tribution and to exempt the small em-
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ployers. The large employers are those
chains with five or more stores and non-
chains with more than a half million
dollars in gross sales, The bill would
apply to the A. & P., Sears, Roebuck,
Montgomery Ward, Woolworth, and such
enterprises. Is this the minority's con-
ception of small business? The com-
mittee proposes to cover the large inter-
state enterprises to the extent that their
activities affect commerce. Small em-
ployers are exempt.

A second group of small employers for
whom the minority expressed concern
are those engaged in the processing of
farm and fishery produects. In the farm
products field, it is doubtful whether one
can say that the committee's action ex-
tends coverage of the act since all such
processing establishments have been
covered by the minimum wage provisions
of the act, except those in the area of
production as that term is defined by the
administrator. Since the Supreme
Court invalidated the last definition of
the administrator on area of production,
no new definition has been written. The
administrator appeared before the com-
mittee earnestly pleading for the elimi-
nation of the area of production exemp-
tion because, as he points out, no defini-
tion can be written under the Supreme
Court opinion which will be satisfac-
tory and that any definition which he
writes will be grossly diseriminatory and
lead to unfair competition. In the face
of this plea, the minority would leave
the existing law as it is. In any event,
until a valid definition is issued by the
administrator, no one can say who is ex-
empt from the minimum-wage provisions
of the act. It is true that there are
some small employers involved in the
area of doubt. Included also are some
so-called small businesses such as Bor-
dens, National Dairy Produets, Campbell
soup, Heinz, and hundreds of other en-
terprises of that type.

The majority of the committee also
proposes to rationalize the great many
confusing overtime exemptions and to
make them uniformly suitable for the
seasonal needs of the food and fish-proc-
essing industry. The minority char-
acterizes this action as increasing the
coverage of the act although with the
exception of fish-processing employees,
this proposal does not add a single work-
er to the coverage of the law.

The minority nowhere mentions and
nowhere justifies the continued exemp-
tion of agriculture and fish-processing
industries from the minimum wage pro-
visions of the act. The minority argues
that the exemption for these industries
is primarily from the hours provisions
of this act and defends the exemption on
the ground that these industries are
subject to tremendous fluctuations in ac-
tivity because the exact time at which
crops must be harvested and fish caught
is uncontrollable and the food must be
processed immediately or be wasted. I
am in favor of the exemption of farm
employees, and believe it is justified.
Even conceding everything the minority
has said on this point, does this justify
a minimum wage exemption from the
act? Does the fact that food must be
processed quickly require sweatshop
wages for the workers engaged in this
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vital task? Does it justify the minority
proposal to continue the exemption from
the minimum wage provisions for the
_ processing of fish and for such opera-
tions as may be determined to be in the
area of production, The farmer will be
taken care of by the demands for his
product; and he is entitled an income
sufficient to enable him to pay a living
wage to his employees.

The minority is horrified because the
committee proposes to extend the cover-
age of the act to “activities affecting
commerce.” This horror is based on the
belief that no one can say definitely what
type and kind of establishments would
be brought under the law. The minority
fails to point out what I am sure they
know, that this language is substantially
similar to that contained in the National
Labor Relations Act, and that there have
been 10 years of court opinions interpret-
ing this language. The minority also
contends that this language was not in
the original bill “and was barely alluded
to in committee hearings.” It may be
that the members of the minority were
not present at the committee sessions
when the Administrator of the Fair
Labor Standards Act appeared before it
and pointed out the very serious situa-
tions arising out of the present coverage
- language and suggesting that these dif-
ficulties could be solved by adopting lan-
guage similar to that contained in the
NLRA. This testimony is to be found
on page 270 of the committee hearings.

The minority is also concerned over
certain changes proposed by the com-
mittee in the transportation field, The
minority asserts that virtually all trans-
portation is now exempt from the hours
provisions of the law and that the com-
mittee majority proposes to remove this
exemption insofar as seamen and some
employees of motor carriers are con-
cerned. The facts are that the commit-
tee proposes to eliminate only the min-
imum-wage exemption for seamen and
that the sole action with respect to motor
carriers is to eliminate a “no man’'s land”
between the Fair Labor Standards Act
and the Motor Carrier Act so that a
group of employees that are now under
neither act will be covered by one or the
other.

My main purpose in summarizing the
minority report is to present the issues
clearly to the Senate so that each Sena-
tor will know what he is voting for or
against. I submit that the minority re-
port fails to present the issues clearly
and that this report sets up a number of
false bogies which it dispelled more or
less successfully. Let us get rid of these
bogies and get down to real issues.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. TUNNELL. I yield.

Mr. PEPPER. I have listened with
great interest to much of the able Sen-
ator's very outstanding address. I be-
lieve he has rendered a great service to
the Senate in his explanation of the ef-
fect of the pending measure.

I was especially interested in what he
said about extended coverage. I ask the
Senator if it was not generally believed.
when the Wages and Hours Act of 1938
was adopted, that it would cover all those
which the Federal power, through Con-
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gress, was able to reach, and if it was not
stated on this floor by the opponents of
the measure in 1938 that in fact it would
reach all those within the area of the
Federal authority? Furthermore, has
not experience revealed that not to be
the situation, and that there is required
the extension of the act by the language
in the bill, namely, that it shall affect
not only those engaged in the production
of goods for commerce, and those en-
gaged in commerce—meaning, of course,
interstate commerce—but as well those
engaged in activities affecting com-
merce? I will make the question a dou-
ble question, and add this: Is it not also
equally desirable that the Congress bring
into coverage those engaged in activities
affecting commerce, if they are within
the Federal power, as to bring in those
covered by the definition in the present
law? 3

Mr. TUNNELL. I think the Senator
has expressed a thought upon which I
had not touched, and which I believe was
the correct thought at the time when it
was considered that this was exclusively
an interstate commerce matter. Prob-
ably the idea of commerce has broadened
since 1938.

Mr. PEPPER. For example, the Su-
preme Court has decided the Southern
Underwriters case, to cite one example
only, a case involving a great insurance
company engaged in interstate com-
merce, carrying on the kind of business
which insurance companies usually carry
on, leading us to infer that probably the
court might make the same kind of defi-
nition about chain stores, namely, that
they are really engaged in commerce
within the meaning of the Constitution.
Perhaps they would not otherwise be sub-
ject to coverage. But we make it clear,
by the insertion of the definition “activi-
ties affecting commerce,” that they are
covered.

Mr. TUNNELL. I thank the Senator.

Mr. President, in conclusion, I refer to
the statement of the Senator from Min-
nesota [Mr. BaLL]l, who said something
about this being a determination as to
whether one wanted a job or did not
want a job. I believe his language was
“job or no job.” If we believed that
there was the slightest justification for
that statement, we would all be opposed
to the bill. But will any Senator—even
the Senator from Minnesota—stand be-
fore the Senate and say that the differ-
ence between 55 cents an hour—or 60
cents an hour, as it would become even
under the provisions of the minority
suggestion—and 65 cents an hour would
mean the difference between a job and no
job? That is too close a calculation for
the human mind to make; but it is the
same argument that was used in 1938
and has always been used by those who
believe that the minimum wage should
be kept just as low as possible. If the
bill provided for a 50-cent minimum
wage, there would be those who would
be urging the adoption of a 45-cent min-
imum. It seems that some persons con-
sider it a victory if the wages of labor-
ers are reduced. It seems to me that it
would have been considerably more con-
sistent if those who represent the minor-
ity view in favor of reducing the mini-
mum wage had come forward with some
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kind of amendment or provision to re-
duce dividends or to provide that under
certain conditions prices should be in-
creased. I do not think the idea of
reducing the wages a laborer receives to
a point below the absolutely necessary
minimum is the answer. The payment
of less dividends or the payment of
higher prices is something which neither
the man who holds a claim against
business or the consuming public will ob~
ject to. Americans wish to be a Nation
of liberal American-living people, and
they do not wish to force our workers to
the living standards or conditions of the
Chinese or Hindus. The people of Amer-
ica are willing and anxious that the la-
borers in America shall live in a state of
prosperity. health, and strength.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had passed a joint resolution (H. J. Res.
328) making an additional appropriation
for veterans’ housing and related ex-
penses, in which it requested the con-
currence of the Senate.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
enrolled bill (S. 1821) to amend section
502 of the act entitled “An act to expe-
dite the provision of housing in con-
nection with national defense, and for
other purposes,” approved October 14,
1940, as amended, so as to authorize the
appropriation of funds necessary to pro-
vide additional temporary housing units
for distressed families of servicemen and
for veterans and their families, and it
was signed by the President pro tem-
pore.

HOUSE BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION

REFERRED

The following bills and joint resolution
were severally read twice by their titles
and referred, as indicated:

H.R.844. An act for the relief of John P.
Hayes, postmaster, and the estate of Edward
P. McCormack, former postmaster, Albany,
N.Y.;

H.R.B45. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Luther S. Sykes;

F.R.2063. An act ior the relief of Peter
Paul Bacic, Charles C. Cox, H. Forest Haugh,
and Luther M. Durst; and

H.R.2092. An act for the relief of the
Growers Fertilizer Co., a Florlda corpora-
tion; to the Committee on Claims.

H.J. Res. 328. Joint resolution making an
additional appropriation for veterans' hous-
ing and related expenses; to the Committee
on Appropriations,

AMENDMENT OF FAIR LABOR STANDARDS
ACT

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill (S. 1349) to provide for the
amendment of the Fair Labor Standards
Act of 1938, and for other purposes.

Mr. MYERS. Mr. President, as one
of the sponsors of the minimum-wage
bill, I feel that there should be no need
for extensive argument on behalf of Sen-
ate bill 1349. The fact that it is neces-
sary to build a case for a piece of legisla-
tion which seems to me so modest in its

-aims and so obviously justified would

indicate that there is still a serious lag
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in our thinking on social and economic
issues of this kind.

I am somewhat distressed, Mr. Presi-
dent, that it should be necessary to plead
here for legislation which requires a 65-
cent minimum wage now, and very cau-
tiously a 75-cent rate in 4 years, in view
of the perfectly astonishing high levels
of business expansion to which this coun-
try can now look forward. It would
seem to me that we shall bungle the best
economic opportunity which has ever
been offered to us as a nation if we waste
our time spelling out justifications for
legislative action which is imperative and
long overdue from every consideration
of enlightened self-interest and sound
social ethics.

A year ago, even the most sanguine
of us felt uncertain as to how quickly the
economic machinery of this country
could be changed back from war to
peacetime uses. That task has-been ac-
complished with almost incredible speed
and efficiency. A year ago many of us
were taking it for granted that a slump
of short or even of moderate duration
was more or less an inevitable result of
the dislocations in the wake of the war.
But we now see that only sheer stupidity,
blind selfishness, or utter refusal to see
things as they are will cause a so-called
business depression in this country.

The demand on the part of the Ameri-
can people and our allies abroad for
goods and services of every kind and de-
seription has proved itself to be far
grealer than we had anticipated. Far
from there being any cessation of de-
mand, the real problem that faces us is
the rapid expansion of our resources in
order to meet the pressing needs of our
people and of the people abroad to whom
we are morally obligated.

If responsible Americans haggle over
whether we can or cannot pay minimum
wages of 65 cents an hour, or whether
this or that group of workers in produc-
tive industry should or should not be
covered by this proposed law, it is a sign
that we are not yet, as a Nation, ready to
rise to the great oceasion which faces us.
There is practically no major industry,
no type of communication, none of the
established systems of retail distribution,
no type of personal services or popular
amusement in this country which is not
confionted with the need for a speedy
expansion in the volume of business, and
at the same time all industry is faced
with the need for improving the quality
of its product. Technological improve-
ments in almost every line of economic
activity are being held back by shortages,
or because the immediate pressure to
alleviate scarcities does not permit the
delay which might occur if the new fa-
cility were installed.

The same kind of backward, hesitant
thinking which forces us to fight for a
65-cent minimum wage level is forcing
an inexcusable delay in solving the hous-
ing crisis. We are permitting an aggre-
gation of marginal producers and groups
of *echnological incompetents to hold
back the development of a really com-
petent construction industry in this
country.

None of the larger employer organiza-
tions, virtually none of the large trade
associations which customarily appear
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before congressional committees to op-
pose social legislation, have publicly de-
clared themselves against the broad pro-
visions of the Pepper-Tunnell hill. And
none of the really big industries of Amer-
ica, those who have demonstrated their
ability either in peace or in war to pro-
duce in vast volume while reducing end
costs, are fighting the Wilson Wyatt
housing program.

Mr. President, what is holding us
back? Is there any economie, social, or
ethical justification for keeping the
brakes on all-out production because we
are afraid that some incurable parasitic
or backward fragment of industry will
be forced to modernize or to give way to
those who can do the job in a way which
the times demand? I say we are holding
back the production of needed shelter for
our veterans because we now realize that
to get this job done in the time it takes
to do it will mean that some elements in
our economic society who have refused
to rationalize the set-up will be forced
to reconvert to new methods just as the
automobile manufacturers were forced to
reconvert plants when it became neces-
sary to produce planes instead of cars.
The result of that conversion was vic-
tory in a war against dictators, and a
byproduct of this whole process was
vast profits for all those who took part
in it, plus the accumulation of a vast
fund of technical know-how which will
be put to very good use in the years to
come.

Our delay in enacting the broadest and
most generous minimum wage bill is
holding back urgently needed produc-
tion of all types. There is overwhelming
evidence to show that production short-
ages are directly related to labor short-
ages, which are in turn traceable to the
low level of wages in those industries.

In textiles, in lumber, in foundries,
and in scores of service trades, the fail-
ure to achieve maximum output or max-
imum efficiency is due to the persistence
of substandard wages, which makes it
impossible for these industries or trades
to recruit a full labor force.

Many aspects of our reconversion pro-
gram- have been severely handicapped by
shortages of manpower in low-wage in-
dustries. In order to increase output for
urgently needed housing, Government
agencies have found it necessary to work
out programs with trade associations to
increase wages in such industries as the
brick, cast-iron, soil-pipe, and clay
sewer-pipe industries. These increases
were necessary to attract sufficient man-
power to stimulate production.

The following comments are based on
the Labor Market for February 1946,
a publication of the United States Em-
ployment Service. The information re-
lates primarily to December 1945,

Owing primarily to low wages;, the
brick-and-tile industry was unable to
recruit sufficient manpower and conse-
quently the low level of production
threatened the reconversion and hous-
ing programs. As a result, a price in-
crease was granted on September 18,
and substantial wage increases were
given by about half the firms in the in-
dustry. Employment was greatly stim-
ulated by the higher wage level, and
rose approximately one-sixth in the
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2-month period between the middle of
October and the middle of December.
Accordingly, the serious manpower
shortage impeding brick production in
preceding months was largely alleviated.

The improvement, however, was not
shared equally by all firms. It is inter-
esting to note that these plants which
had raised wages 10 cents an hour since
September 1945 reported recruiting im-
proving, turn-over and absenteeism de-
clining, and no manpower difficulties
anticipated. On the other hand, those
firms that had raised wages less than 10
cents an hour almost universally agreed
that the increase had not aided recruit-
gent of manpower, nor was it expected

A similar situation existed in the clay
sewer-pipe industry, and similar action
was taken by Government agencies and
the industry. Although employment
rose from September to December, the
return of veterans and availability of
farm labor were perhaps stronger influ-
ences than the increase in wages. How=-
ever, the size of the wage. increases in
this industry were generally small and,
despite the adjustment, rates were still
low in comparison to those in other types
of manufacturing. However, the heavy
nature of the work, and the necessity
for working outdoors during the winter
months were equally deterring factors to
the recruitment of additional labor. The
experience of this industry would seem to
indicate that it takes more than token-
wage increases to attract manpower to
the low-wage bottleneck industries.

Although the southern pine lumber in-
dustry is seriousy undermanned, the in-
dustry has been unable to increase its
employment since the war at the low-
wage rates offered. Whereas many
openings are for unskilled labor and
thousands of qualified workers are un-
employed, there has been little tendency
to accept jobs in logging camps and saw-
mills even where alternative forms of
employment are not available.

Where sections of industry have vol-
untarily established the minimum rates
that are called for in this legislation,
it has been possible to increase the labor
supply, and thereby expand production.

The case of the New England cotton
textile mills, which last November raised
their minimum rate to 65 cents, is a case
in point. Employment and production
have increased over 15 percent in these
mills in the period between November
1945 and February 1946. Where the
wages were not increased the produc-
tion increase was very slight. Many
similar illustrations could easily be cited.

Mr. President, every expert who has
looked into the problem of building-ma-
terial shortages cites substandard wages
in several types of manufacture as the
basic cause for lagging production. The
best proof in the world that this wage
increase is needed and can be paid is
the fact that industry by and large has
voluntarily instituted the 65-cent rate
or higher during the time the pending
bill has been under consideration. There
is now only a comparatively narrow seg-
ment of industry which is covered by
the Fair Labor Standards Act that still
pays minimum wages below 55 cents per
hour. It is oniy tair play and common
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justice that those who are paying the
65-cent rate shall be protected against
the unfair competition of those who do
not.

Speaking for a moment as a represent-
ative of a large northern industrial State,
I must point out that every considera-
tion of sound sectional self-interest
would require the passage of Senate bill
1394 as it has been reported by the com-
mittee. Industry in Pennsylvania, just
as industry in New England, has suf-
fered seriously in the past from southern
competition. The fact is that Pennsyl-
vania includes in its roster of industrial
concerns a much larger proportion of
textile establishments of almost every
kind than is commonly recognized.

In the decade immediately preceding
the passage of the Fair Labor Standards
Act, there was a flight of industry from
Pennsylvania to Southern States. Ho-
siery manufacture was one of our major
industries which suffered serious losses
as a result of southern competition.

‘This has brought serious hardships to
the workers in the State of Pennsyl-
vania. Not only is this migration a prob-
lem, but the fact that new plants are
started in the South while relatively few
in Pennsylvania are started, is an ex-
tremely important factor.

In 1925, of the 1,061 hosiery plants in
this country, 35.4 percent were located in
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.
Only 24.1 percent were located in the
South. Today, 20 years later, we find
that of the 921 hosiery plants of all kinds
in the country, Pennsylvania only has
'29.8 percent, having lost almost 100
plants. The South, in the meantime,
has 47.3 percent of the entire hosiery
industry.

This drift southward was fairly well
checked in 1938 when the wage and
hour law became operative. The sta-
bilizing effect of this law was abundantly
demonstrated within a few months of
its enactment.

However, during the war period, the
40-cent minimum which the present law
enforces has become entirely obsoles-
cent. A definite disparity now exists be-
tween the wage levels actually paid in
many Southern States and States like
my own State of Pennsylvania. This
disparity arises largely as a result of the
lower wages paid to workers in such in-
dustries as furniture, cotton textiles, ho-
siery, and many others, With the enact-
ment of a 65-cent minimum wage, how-
ever, this gap between northern and
southern rates would again be closed or
narrowed sufficiently so that it would be
less menacing to competing establish-
ments in Northern States.

Among the several industries which
are important to my State and which are
now showing some tendency to move
southward are woolens and worsted,
chemicals and paper. There is no rea-
son in the world why concerns such as
these are, should shift from where they
now are operating, except to obtain
lower wages. If Congress will do its
obvious duty and enact a just and neces-
sary minimum wage, there will be far
less likelihood of industrial concerns re-
locating merely to be able to exploit
workers more effectively in another part
of the country.
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I am not arguing, Mr. President, for
legislation or social policy which will
keep any factory or any industrial estab-
lishment tied to a particular locality, al-
though the social wastage caused by the
transient type of industry has been well
recognized by every competent observer,
The point that has to be' made and
driven home is that industry will sta-
bilize itself in a given region or a given
community provided that it is guaran-
teed by the action of Federal and State
legislatures that it will not be subjected
to the type of unfair competition which
an obsolete minimum wage law sets in
motion. We will never have absolute
uniformity in cost of operation for in-
dustries in every hamlet, town, or city in
these United States. But it is to the
advantage of all legitimate industry to
see to it, in so far as costs are condi-
tioned by law, that is by such costs as
workman’s compensation, unemploy-
ment insurance, social security, mini-
mum wages, and the like, that national
uniformity be achieved as nearly as is
possible.

It is now thoroughly established that
the productivity of workers is virtually
identical in every part of the country
where industry has been established for
any length of time. Productivity is con-
ditioned far more by the efficiency of
management than by any geographical
difference between workers. Ample tes-
timony on this point was presented in
the hearings on the pending bill.

A number of studies have been made
of the comparative efficiency of factory
labor in the North and in the South. One
of the most comprehensive of these was
a survey conducted by Prof. Richard A.
Lester, economist of Duke University, of
41 concerns having plants producing
similar products in both the North and
the South. In response to question-
naires, 23 of these firms reported the ef-
ficiency of labor in their southern plants
to be equal to or better than the efficiency
of labor in their northern plants. More-
over, a dozen industrial-engineering con-
cerns doing consulting work both in the
North and in the South were asked their
experiences with the relative effective-
ness of labor in the South as against the
North, and each of them stated that
under comparable conditions, labor pro-
ductivity in the South was just as high
as in the North. Other studies have also
reached the conclusion that factory
workers in the South produce just as
much as northern workers engaged on
similar work.

Let me refer, Mr. President, to a case
which illustrates this point. The officers
of the American Federation of Hosiery
Workers, & national union whose head-
quarters are in Philadelphia, but has
membership in all parts of the country,
tell me this interesting fact: The full-
fashioned branch of the hosiery industry
is highly skilled. The machinery em-
ployed is exceedingly delicate and com-
plicated, but the rate of production in
comparable plants in North and South is
now mathematically identical. The
wages in the South are, however, much
lower. The history of this particular
branch of industry demonstrates over-
whelmingly the absolute fallacy of re-
gional differentials in wage rates.
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The officers of this union are, of course,
earnestly pleading for the passage oi
Senate bill 1349 as the most practical
way of eliminating the menace of the
substandard wage rates in an industry
which has, by and large, achieved excel-
lent wage levels while at the same time
keeping costs to the consumer surpris-
ingly stable and well within the reach
of the mass market.

Mr. President, my point is that, de-
spite equal productivity, factory workers
in the South are often paid lower wage
rates than those in other sections of the
country, as shown in the following tables.

Average hourly earnings in December
1945 for a few selected industries in the
North and in the South show the fol-
lowing:

Cents per hour
Industry
North Eguth
Full-fashioned hosiery 110.8 87.3
Seamless hosiery. ..... 68.9 65.0
Cotton goods. .- .o ioieiaano. 85.3 69,1

Before leaving this particular phase of
the problem, Mr. President, I wish to call
attention to what I might call the “ethi-
cal aspect of this problem of regional
wage differentials.” We have as a Na-
tion just come through a great conflict.
There was no difference in the payment
to our draffees whether they were from
Mississippi or Maine or from Alabama or
Pennsylvania, These men suffered to-
gether, fought together, and, I hope, they
came closer together in their feeling for
each other. It is not too much to say
that the very foundations of our politi-
cal and economic democracy were
strengthened by this mingling of men
and women from all sections of our great
country. We must continue to develop
and extend this educational process
which the accident of the war set in mo-
tion. It would be folly of the worst de-
sceription if we permitted this unifica-
tion of our people to be delayed, impeded,
or side-tracked merely because some
group of sweat-shop employers in a few
States insisted upon clinging to unfair
advantages which congressional delay in
fl::acting proper legislation has afforded

em.

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, before
I address myself to the minimum wage
standard bill, I should like to say that I
was present in the Senate when the Sen-
ator from Minnesota [Mr. BaiL]l deliv-
ered his very excellent analysis of the
bill, and that I believe he rendered a
real service to every employer and every
employee in the United States. From
what I have heard in the Senate on the
subject of the minimum wage standard
bill it would seem to me we are all seek-
ing the same objective. It is simply a
question of how to reach that objective
of doing the decent thing in employ-
ment throughout the United States.
Some would regulate the whole matter
by law. Others would reach the objec-
tive by law to a certain point and then
by voluntary collective bargaining there-
after. I might say that the Senator from
Minnesota made a very interesting com-
ment which to me means that regula-
tion carried far enough, or too far,
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means hothing less than the destruc-
tion ‘of individual freedom, the thing
which has made America the leader of
the world.

Mr. President, I wish to address myself
to Senate bill 1349, and particularly to
the amendment presented by the Senator
from Louisiana [Mr, ELLENDER] and the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. BaLLl, as
representing the views of the minority of
the Senate Committee on Education and
Labor.

First, let me say that anyone who has
employed thousands of people and
watched the difference in accomplish-
ment between well-paid employees and
those who consider themselves under-
paid must realize that the great success
of our American system rests upon a bal-
ance in equity between all groups which
go to make up what we call the free en-
terprise system.

One of our first and most important
objectives should be to find a fair way to
divide the fruits of common effort be-
tween those who furnish the capital to
make the business possible; those in the
plants and offices who are responsible
for keeping the wheels of business and
industry turning around; and third, but
not least in the picture—the consuming
public, who should get fair value in return
for their money.

As has been said on the floor of the
Senate by a number of those who have
preceded me, the proposed minimum
wage standard will not affect favorably
a great majority of our working people in
the United States. I say it will not affect
them favorably for the reason that if the

minimum wage standard is set too high

it might affect them unfavorably, but I
will come to that subject later.

I should like to ask a few questions
which I believe will stimulate some think-
ing which may help us not to make the
mistake of doing an injury to those we
wish to help, rather than bringing to
them a benefit.

We must consider the effect of what
we do now upon those who at present are
getting two or three times as much as the
present minimum wage standard.

First. I ask each Senator to consider
who in this body has wisdom enough to
set a high minimum wage standard,
which automatically increases itself as
time goes on, without our knowing any-
thing about the economic conditions
which may exist at that time?

Why take such a step now? Why not
do the thing that is right for now and
count on the Congress to carry through
further if and when changes are needed
and can be made without serious inter-
ference with the great American way of
making a living? g

Second. How can a minimum wage
standard set by a legislative body be fair
in New York, Chicago, and Los Angeles
on the one hand and on the other hand
be fair to businessmen and small indus-
tries which are located in out-of-the-way
towns throughout America?

_ The claim that the cost of living is

retty much the same throughout the
United States is contrary to the facts.
For instance—to say nothing about the
cost of food products, I learned from a
friend of mine the other day that he has
recently rented a houce in a small town

’

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

in Pennsylvania for $100 a month, I can
assure Senators that the same house in
Monteclair, N. J., would rent for $250 a
month.

Third. Let us remember that wages are
estimated to be 85 percent of the cost of
all the important products used by the
human family. Therefore, in the last
analysis, the consuming public is going
to pay the bill.

Carrying this further, if we make the
mistake of adjusting wages, by law, to
too great an extent, any economist will
tell us that such action will feed the
flames of inflation.

I shall not go into the details involv-
ing figures of bygone years, because in
his speech this afternoon the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr, BaiLl gave a very
clear picture of the effect in past years
and at the present time.

In my opinion there is no way in the
world to keep excessive wages from re-
flecting themselves in the cost of living;
and when a dollar buys considerably
less than it did before we have inflation,
I invite the attention of the Senate to
the statement made by the distinguished
Bernard Baruch, that we simply cannot
raise wages without raising costs and
selling prices, and that it all feeds into
inflation,

Fourth. We all know that the 40-cent
minimum wage now in existence by law
came into effect only in 1945. We also
know that all of our talk on price control
for the purpose of holding the line
against inflation, as well as the Price
Control Act itself, relate to the January
1, 1941, prices, Therefore, if we are
going to be consistent, we must compare
the minimum wage rate in effect Janu-
ary 1, 1941, with whatever increase we
are going to adopt in the present law.

The minimum wage rate on January
1, 1941, was 30 cents an hour. There-
fore, if we increase the minimum rate
now to 55 cents that will be an increase
of 8315 percent.

If we should increase the minimum
rate to 65 cents, that would be increas-
ing the minimum rate in this period, as
compared with the rate in effect January
1, 1941, by 11625 percent.

If we adopt a bill which automatically
increases the minimum rate to 75 cents
in a certain period of time, that would
be an increase of 150 percent, as com-
pared with January 1, 1941.

In all the negotiations throughout the
United States with reference to increased
wage rates we have been relating things
back to January 1, 1941. The Govern-
ment agencies and other reliable agen-
cies estimate the increased cost of liv-
ing at slightly less than 40 percent, and
few, if any, reliable agencies figure the
increased cost of living in excess of 40
percent.

We cannot disregard this factor of re-

lating increases by law in minimum wage
rates to the minimum wage in effect on
January 1, 1941, if we are going to be
consistent in our efforts to control infla-
tion.
_ One cannot juggle one figure around
differently than he juggles others with-
out coming to grief, unless we can find
someone who is a better juggler than
any I have seen in the Government up
to date,
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It seems to me that any fair-minded
American citizen would say that an in-
crease of 83 percent in the minimum
wage rate established by law now, as
compared with the minimum rate in ef-
fect by law on January 1, 1941, is ex-
tremely fair to all those who are affect-
ed by the regular established minimum
wage rate.

Fifth. I now wish to discuss the effect
that a high standard minimum wage
rate established by law might easily have
on all the wages of people who are re-
ceiving two or more times as much as the
minimum established rate. '

It-would be only human for industry,
after the present high demand for prod-
ucts ceases—as we expect it will—and the
industry finds it difficult or impossible to
make a fair profit under the conditions
which exist at that time, and in view of
the high rate of pay established, to say
that the great Congress of the United
States fixed 55 cents or 65 cents, as the
case may be, as a fair minimum-wage
standard. Industry could very properly
ask, “Why should we pay $1.10 an hour
or $1.50 an hour when the company is
not showing a fair profit to those who
have invested their capital and made the
business possible?”

I can hear some of my friends who
think industry always makes money and
who never talk on the floor of the Senate
about any of the losses business sustains
from time to time say that ownership
may wish to make too great a profit.
That problem is pretty well regulated by
taxation, and I doubt if many industries
will be allowed to keep too great a profit
in the future.

On the other hand, if we put impos-
sible barriers in the way of private in-
dustry, it will not function, and I would
not now attempt to indicate what may
happen to the greatest human develop-
ment that has ever taken place in the
world.

Sixth. I like to be practical in these
things, even though we all wish to be as
considerate as is safely possible. The
same reasoning I have used in connec-
tion with high wages being reduced in
the event of an economic set-back would
carry me to the point where we can
figure that a too high minimum wage
rate, by law, might be used by many
employers in opposing increases in wages
as we go along the economic highway.
An employer could justify himself in re-
fusing certain increases in wages re-
quested in collective bargaining on the
ground that he was already paying con-
siderably more than the Congress of the
United States set as a fair minimum
wage rate. He could at least justify
himself in advancing wages only a frac-
tion of what he might otherwise do.

Mr. President, I think that is a very
important factor. I am one who believes,
just as sincerely as does any other Mem-
ber of the Senate, that the higher we
can get wages, with fair regard to a de-
cent profit in the business for those who
have invested capital and made the busi-
ness possible, the better it will be for the
Nation. I leave this thought with the
Senate. When Congress says that 55
cents, 65 cents, or 75 cents is a fair wage,
I am sure that any Senator who might
be in business would say, “Here is one
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way of putting a non-profitable business
back on some kind of a profitable basis.”
He might not say so on the floor of the
Senate, but I think if in a losing business
he would say it in a little different way
than he would if the minimum rate were
not fixed at a very substantial figure.

Seventh. I hope that when we finish
with this bill, if it passes, that the mini-
mum wage will be 55 cents an hour, and
that we will not attempt to look into the
future by arranging for advances after
18 months, or any other period of time.
The Congress will be here if business is
still alive, and the Congress can take a
second bite at the situation as the time
and necessity for doing so approaches.
Why should we, as legislators, endeavor
to see the future too far in advance by
looking into the magic globe?

Eighth. As I said on the Senate floor
the other day, every company I have been
associated with has paid greatly in ex-
cess of the established minimum wage,
and the company of which I was formerly
president now has a minimum wage
standard which is double that established
by law, and its wage rates in effect ever
since the Government decided to estab-
lish minimum wage rates have been be-
tween two and three times the minimum
wage rate established by law.

In my work in the United States Cham-
ber of Commerce and other great busi-
ness organizations, I have always urged
owners and operators of business to pay
high wages and create satisfied em-
ployees, on the ground that it was noth-
ing more than enlightened self-interest
to make people better workmen, more in-
terested in the results of the work ac-
complished by the organization, and
possessed of decent spending power so as
to keep the wheels of industry and busi-
ness turning.

I cannot, however, forget the many
small towns and small town businesses
and manufacturing companies with
which I am familiar, and I would be un-
fair if I did not state that many business-
men and small industries in out-of-the-
way places may find it difficult from time
to time to pay even 55 cents an hour and
still keep going.

As I stated on the floor of the Senate
this afternoon, I have been through
many years of experience with the ups
and downs of economies. If is conceiv-
gble to me that we might bring about
such a condition that the owner of a
business could not operate profitably
under certain economic conditions fac-
ing him at a given time. He would like
to have the opportunity to go to his em-
ployees and say, “Would you rather have
me close the plant now, or would you
rather have me try to keep it going, and
what are you willing to do?” Ihave seen
employers go to employees and say, “I
cannot make both ends meet under pres-
ent conditions. Do you want me to keep
the plant going? Are you willing to take
a set-back for a time so that we can keep
the plant going?” I have seen the men
respond, not impulsively, but after think-
ing it over. I have seen them come back
with a signed petition to the effect that
they wanted to keep the business going,
and that they were willing to take a
certain set-back because they believed in
the honesty of purpose of the employer.
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This is one of the reasons why I am
now opposed to taking the 65-cent, 70-
cent, and T75-cent step. This, plus the
unknown future, are the principal rea-
sons why I am hopeful that the Senate
will recognize that an 83!;-percent in-
crease at this time, as compared with
January 1, 1941, without attempting to
fathom the unknown situation 2 or 3
years from now, is the wise course to
follow.

Let not those who are anxious to show
proper consideration for humanity do
things which, in the end, may injure sub-
stantial parts of our population in small
towns. Remember, there are thousands
of people in small towns who had rather
work near their home where they can
live at home, go home to lunch, and
where they have other economies that
are unknown to workers who are away
from home. I know many people work-
ing in small towns and small businesses
and factories who would not change their
lot for twice the pay in some distant city
where the cost of living and the oppor-
tunities of wasting money greatly exceed
those found in their local situation.

Ninth. In our efforts to enact a hill
with a minimum wage standard covering
as many people as possible, we can very
easily place a burden upon one company
which is competing with another by plac-
ing that business under the bill and ex-
empting the other.

For instance, a man with one or two
places of business might be doing a total
of more than $500,000 a year. He would
be controlled by the present bill. Next
door to him in the one, two, or three
towns where he had places of business,
there might be another man whose total
business was only $300,000. He would
not be controlled. Such discrimination
between the two men or the two compa-
nies might easily cause the man doing
$500,000 worth of business to lose a sub-
stantial part of his business to the man
doing $300,000 worth of business.

In that respect the bill certainly would
work to the detriment of the employees,
inasmuch as the second man could im-
prove his business because he could hire
labor at whatever price he could get it:
and if there were a surplus of labor in
the town, he could get it for less than the
minimum wage established by this bill.

Such reasoning might even be carried
so far as to show that the bill would be
a deterrent to the expansion of business
by a man whose company got close to the
$500,000 mark.

I ask you, Mr. President, could there
be any more destructive diserimination
or greater injustice than the establish-
ment of such a set of conditions? It
just does not make sense, and it does not
make justice. It takes great wisdom and
a deep sense of justice to draw any di-
viding line, and I sincerely hope we shall
find a way not to create such a discrim-
ination and thereby unintentionally in-
jure certain groups of businessmen and
industries which are functioning fairly
and are aiding our great industrial and
business structure.

I shall support the amendment offered
by the Senator from Louisiana and the
Senator from Minnesota, but I should
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like it better if we did not attempt to
move beyond the one step of 55 cents an
hour.

Mr. President, in the beginning of my
remarks today I Louched upon a very im-
portant point which I should like to re-
emphasize at this time. I wish to show
that in every speech which has been made
on the floor of the Senate in regard to
Senate bill 1349, the hope has been ex-
pressed that we can raise the standard
of pay and the standard of wages. The

" only difference of opinion is as to how

that shall be done. I, for one, reem-
phasize what the Senator from Minne-
sota [Mr. Barr] said. I have been talk-
ing about it all over the United States for
10 years, in the hope that the American
people will understand that the only dif-
ference between the success of this great
Nation and the experience of other na-
tions which have had all the raw mate-
rials and all the substance that we have
had is that we have made our progress
by means of voluntary cooperation, with-
out controls and regulations by law in
every respect, We have been freemen.
Most of our people do not understand
what freedom is. They have had it;
everyone in this country has had it for
generations—so they accept it as a mat-
ter of fact. But freedom enters into the
very important subject now before us; I
refer to freedom to do the right thing.
The pressure which the people of the
United States can bring to bear upon per-
sons inclined to do the wrong thing, over
and above the establishment of the
proper minimum wage, is the pressure
which the great United States of America

* should exert, but it should exert it only by

fair means.

So I say that I hope in our effort to
find the right means of reaching this im-
provement in the standard of living and
in taking steps to meet the new condi-
tions, we shall not try to depart from the
foundations of the United States of
America—namely, individual freedom
and voluntary cooperation—and turn to
regulation.

Mr, President, the other day I received
a letter which is a masterpiece. The
Senate knows that I have been opposed
to the regulation of fair employment by
law. No Member of the Senate is more
strongly in favor of fair-employment re-
lations and practices than I am, but I was
opposed to doing it by law. I received a
letter from a very fine old colored gen-
tleman living in Indiana who said some-
thing very wonderful:

DEeAR SENATOR: I am @ colored man out in
Indiana. I have read your speech on fair em-
ployment practices and I agree with you. We
have tried “lawing"” things for over 150 years,
but we have not promoted the relationship
between the black man and the white man
very far. Let's try a little Christianity and
a little decency in human relationghips, and
a little development of democracy instead of
"lawlng" so0 much.

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, tra-
ditionally we Americans proudly ac-
claim freedom of speech and freedom of
religion.

Another freedom, however—freedom
from want—has not been achieved for
all of our people; and, I believe, that the
greatest challenge facing the Congress
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today is the proposition that the guar-
anty of freedom from want shall be ex-
tended to all,

Freedom from want has a tendency to
color or modify the other freedoms, and
it may even determine to what extent
they may be enjoyed. Poverty any-
where in our land is a danger to pros-
perity and general well-being every-
where; and unless the Congress passes
the pending minimum wage bill which
will take some millions of our people
from the fringe of poverty, we shall be
failing in our duty as representatives of
the people and, in my opinion, we shall
be failing in our obligation to a Nation
dedicated to the principles of fairness
and opportunity for all.

Mr. President, the Congress of the
United States virtually defined freedom
from want in 1938 in terms of a “mini-
mum standard of living necessary for
health, efficiency, and general well-
being,” when it paused the Fair Labor
Standards Act. Workers who do not
receive wages sufficiently high to main-
tain that standard may truly be said to
be in want and need. President Truman
has termed the 40-cent minimum estab-
lished in 1928 as inadequate even at
that time, and has declared that it has
now become obsolete. I am in hearty
agreement with the President’s con-
clusions. :

Even back in 1938, a 40-cent minimum
wage would have provided a minimum
standard of living in only one city in the
United States, according to studies by
the Works Progress Administration,
which developed and priced an emer-
geney level budget as a guide to handling
relief problems. This WPA emergency
level budget, developed in 1935, was so
low that it was designed for short periods
only; and the WPA warned that the
budget would be a hazard to health if
families had to live at that level for any
considerable lengih of time.

According to a study made in five com-
munities in early 1944, that emergency
budget cost $1,400, or about 70 cents an
hour, if the employee worked throughout
the year. What would that emergency
level budget cost now? A study of the
cost of such a budget was made in five
textile communities in the South and in
New England in January and February
of 1944, At that time, the emergency
level budget of the WPA, with low-cost-
food items of the Pureau of Agricultural
Economics substituted, would have cost
$1,400. With the addition of taxes and
the purchase of war bonds, the cost of
that budget would have been $1,621,
which the Bureau of Labor Statistics
states “represents the very least that
would be needed for a family of four re-
siding in those five textile communities
in 1944.”

Since the average workweek in a
peacetime economy is 40 hours, and since
there are several holidays during a given
year, it seems unreasonable to estimate
total annual income on a basis of more
than 2,000 hours. On the basis of 2,000
hours a year—and that means working
practically every hour of every 8-hour
day—the $1,400 figure which I have just
mentioned as the cost of the WPA emer-
gency level budget would have required
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in 1544 a minimum wage of 70 cents an
hour. With price rises of almost 4 per-
cent since early 1944, the minimum of 70
cents an hour would not even meet the
requirements of that emergency level
budget.

Since the Bureau of Labor Statistics
has more objective information on costs
of living and budgetary costs than any
official or private agency, I quote from
the testimony of A. F. Hinrichs, Acting
Commissioner of the Bureau of Labor
Statistics, before the Senate committee:

The statistical evidence of the inadequacy
of the standard that would be permitted by
a 31,300 or $1,500 family income seems to me
to be almost overwhelming. * * * I
would say as a matter of expert opinion that
for a family to obtain a minimum standard
of adequacy a worker must earn more than
75 cents an hour or must work many hours
of overtime or else two or more people in the
family have got to have jobs.

In view of such testimony, it is evident
that the most that can be said for the
moderate increase in the minimum wage
rate provided in this bill is that it does
represent some increase over the totally
inadequate amount provided in the act
of 1938.

Mr. President, this Nation has been
known as the land of opportunity. We
have prided ourselves on the fact that
we have maintained high living stand-
ards, and our Nation has been referred
to in other lands as the land of promise.
If we are to make those high-sounding
phrases ring with truth, the Congress
must make this the land of opportunity
for all the people, for the wealthy and
the poor, for the bond clipper and the
wage earner. We have something so fine
in this America of ours that we must not
sell it short for the benefit of a few.

Mr. President, you have heard re-
peated references to our higher national
income in 1¢45—a total of $160,000,000,-
000—achieved, by the way, when millions
of our young men had been drawn from
the production lines and from the farms.
With the return of those men, there is no
reason why substantially higher national
incomes cannot be achieved, nor any rea-
son why, with national incomes of such
proportions, it would be impossible, or
even difficult, to secure for our lowest-
paid workers at least the modest mini-
mum wage objectives in the pending bill.

The American people should confi-
dently believe that our system of free en-
terprise can continue to progress toward
higher standards of attainment. Our
system of government and our system of
production can reach these goals.

There may have been a time when the
most that our workers could expect out
of our system of enterprise was a mini-
mum to support a single individual.
That time is past. Hundreds of thou-
sands of those single people are single
because they have dependents—mothers,
sisters, and brothers—whom they must
support in addition to supporting them-
selves. Many of the single persons dream
of and long for the time when they can
have a home and family of their own.
That is a modest dream. That is a goal
which we in the Senate must bear con-
stantly in mind lest we make that dream
more difficult of fulfillment, Itisa dream
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which we can definitely move nearer
reality by passing the pending measure.
We certainly do not want a minimum so
low that it will work toward making this
country a Nation of bachelors and
spinsters.

The United States has a tremendous
responsibility in the postwar world in
setting its economic house in order. Our
unceasing activity in the direction of
guaranteeing freedom from want for all
our people will tend to inspire similar
activity throughout all the nations of
the world.

Mr. President, in closing I assert that
we could do no better than to pass the
pending measyre and thereby send a
message to the peoples of the earth that
democracy, which is now supposed to be,
as it always is, on trial, has been tried
and in this instance was not found
wanting. i

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I have
been particularly interested in the ad-
dress of the able Senator from Connecti-
cut for the following reason: A day o1
two ago I read in the American maga-
zine an article which had been written
by a former Governor of the State of
Minnesota, Capt. Harold - E. Stassen.
Captain Stassen is not a man without
exverience or, perhaps, ambitions. In
the article to which I have referred Cap-
tain Stassen gave some counsel to his
own party and admonished it to become
the truly liberal party of the country. I
believe that I would almost be willing to
see the country go Republican if the Re-
publican Party were the kind of a party
that it should be, and provided a better
program and policy were not offered by
what is, from my point of view, the bet=
ter party, namely, the Democratic Party.

However, what particularly interested
me—and I relate it to the remarks of the
able Senator from Connecticut—was that
Governor Stassen emphasized that the
administration at the present time is on
dead center, that the Democratic Party
is demobilized or, in Navy terms, adrift.
The reason for that situation was stated
by Captain Stassen to be that the Dem-
ocratic Party has in it a conservative ele-
ment. Perhaps I am not a part of that
element if that is a true description of it.
But I was interested in the conclusion of
Governor Stassen that liberal progress
could not be achieved in the Congress of
the United States because of the con-
servative branch of the Democratic
Party. Mr. President, I have not ap-
peared in the role of a defender of the
conservative branch of the Desmocratic
Party, if there be such a branch. But I
am willing to presume upon the intelli-
gence of the members of that branch
only to say that it will be interesting to
observe in the vote tomorrow upon the
pending bill whether higher wages and
a better standard of living for the work-
ing men and women of this country are
to be stymied, stifled, and obstructed by
the Democratic or Republican Members
of the Senate.

All I am saying, Mr. President, is that
I can well understand, although I do not
agree with it, the point of view of the
Senators who come from the low-wage
areas of the South, who believe that their
economy cannot stand such an increase
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in wages as is being proposed under the
pending measure. . As I say, I do not
agree with that point of view. I did not
agree with it in 1938 when the present
wage law was before the Senate, and I
believe that time has proven that the
fears of the Senators to whom I have
referred were groundless. I believe that
the future will be equally convincing to
those who now fear the results of a
higher wage. But, Mr. President, while
Senators from low-wage areas of the
South might experience the kind of
groundless fear as that to which I have
referred, what about Senators who come
from higher-wage areas? How can they
conscientiously entertain. such a fear?
Suppose there were a high wage scale in
a certain State, how could a Senator
from that State fail to uphold a 65-cent-
an-hour wage as a minimum wage?

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. 1 yield.

Mr. BALL. Mr., President, I merely
wish to say to the Senator from Florida
that I have never voted for or against
any issue in the Senate solely on the basis
of how the result of the vote might affect
my own State. If seems to me that we,
as Senators, have an obligation in the
Senate of the United States of consid-
ering the United States as a whole. I
try to do that. As I tried to point out
in my address earlier in the day, I regard
the question before us as a funda-
mentally economic one as to where we
reach the danger point, where the loss
of productivity resulting from unemploy-
ment will offset the gain realized by rais-
ing the wages of workers who might to-
day be in the very lowest income cate-
gory. I think the question is primarily
one on which we have actually very little
evidence today.

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the Senator
for his observation.

Mr. ATEEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Florida yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield.

Mr. ATKEN. I think this matter was
quite well presented by the senior Sena-
tor from South Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK]
last week when he pointed out that much
of the low-paid labor of the South is em-
ployed by northern owners who went
South to escape the higher wages in the
North, feeling that if they could acquire
the industries of the South and could
acquire land in the South, and could
hire labor for much less than they were
required to pay in the North, either by
State law or by competition, they would
be in a position to undercut their com-
petitors as a result. I do not blame'the
South for the low wages as much as I
blame northern capital which has gone
South with the expectation of hiring low-
paid, unorganized lahor.

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the able Sena-
tor particularly for his comment. In
case- after case in my State, and in the
South generally, I have seen the exploi-
tation of southern natural resources. I
have seen the exhaustion of our min-
erals, I have seen the depletion of our
forests by northern capital, yet when we
proposed that they pay the labor who did
their work a decent wage, they said we
were trying to confiscate their property.
What they meant was that we were try-
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ing to diminish their profits in the inter-
est of a better living standard of the
people who bore upon their backs the
burden of their toil.

Mr. President, all I wanted to say was
that the junior Senator from Alabama
and the junior Senator from Florida are
supporting the pending bill, and perhaps
other Senators from the South are like-
wise doing so. When we advocate this
measure, although we come from low-in-
come areas of the Nation, where the per
capita wealth is the lowest in all the
land, surely we have a right to expect
that the Senators who come from the
rich States of the North and the Middle
West and the West, the Senators who
come from high-income States, and
States of high per capita wealth, are not
going to make our effort more burden-
some or obstruct the effort on our part
to lift up the people of America to a
better life. :

Mr. President, in no sense of the word
do I wish what I have said considered
as a partisan appeal. I wish every Sen-
ator on this floor, Democratic and Re-
publican, would vote for the pending bill.
I think we should. I believe it would not
only help the people directly affected,
but that it would help everybody. That
is the Christianity there is in good works.
By the magnificent law of dividend for
virtue, when one does good it comes back
to him in greater measure than he dis-
pensed it, and the richest of all people
are those who do most for others. That
is not only a private doctrine, it applies
particularly in the sphere of economy.

I do not propose to support all that
Mr. Henry Ford has ever done, by any
means, but I remember the dynamic im-
press he made upon this country long
ago when he raised the wage of the
lowest paid worker in his plant to $5 a
day. There were people who thought
that was foolish, that Ford was not only
a dreamer, but that he was improvident.
Some begrudged the example he had set,
because they knew that in time it would
affect the wages they, too, would have to
pay. Yet Mr. Ford did not do that as an
act of philanthropy. He was trying to
make it possible for the workers to buy
Ford cars, and today the prosperity of
our economy is directly dependent upon
the purchasing power of the masses of
the people.

There are not enough rich people in
this country, unfortunately, to buy all
the output of our factories and our
farms. If we ever needed proof positive
of the fact that the key to American
prosperity is the prosperity of the masses
of the American people, their buying
power, we have had it during the war.
In the days of Franklin D. Roosevelt,
when, in order to get this Nation out of
the depression early in 1933, he reversed
his own declared policy of economy and
retrenchment, and launched this Nation
upon a policy of spending money in order
to lift up the people, he believed, and
I think exhibited proof of it, that that
principle was correct. He proved that
the ability of the people to buy was the
key to the Nation's prosperity and its
security. But we never had the courage
and the votes—at least the votes, Mr.
President—to put enough money into the
channels of our commerce and trade to
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give the experiment a fair show. We
never dared to see whether or not it
would lift up America, not only the
laboring man and woman, but business
as well, if we really gave enough money
to the people to enable them to buy all
the produce of our factories and farms.

We struggled along with one or two or
three billion dollars for WPA, and kept
the WPA worker of the South on twenty-
odd dollars a month—not a week, but a
month, Even that lifted us up out of the
depression to a very considerable degree,
and launched us toward a greater pros-
perity.

Mr. President, it remained for the
war really to make the experiment suc-
ceed beyond any question or cavil, for
during the war the demands of the war
required that we put to work every man
and woman, boy and girl, who would and
could work. What was the result? The
national income soared from $38,000,-
000,000, what it was in 1932, to $160,000,-
000,000, in 1944. There was never such
prosperity in all the land, not only in the
workman’s cottage, but in the home of
the banker, the railroad magnate, the
manufacturer, the investment broker,
and everybody else who rides upon the
backs of the toilers of America.

The only risk to our future is that we
will lose the buying power of the masses
of the people. If we lose it, it condemns
to failure the business structure of this
country. It will topple down the temples
of profit as surely as Samson in his blind
agony pulled down the pillars of the
temple upon his own head.

There is but one way in which to make
America prosperous, and that is by ob-
serving the good old Democratic doc-
trine of providing for the welfare of the
masses of the people of America. That
is not demagoguery, that is good eco-
nomics, as well as good Christiahity and
good politics and philosophy.

Mr. President, what. I am saying is
that I do not want to see any partisan ap-
peal made on the issue before us, but in
view of what Governor Stassen said, that
it is not possible to pass liberal legisla-
tion in this Congress because of the con-
servative southern bloc in the Demo-
cratic Party, I wish to ask my brethren,
our friends on the other side of the aisle,
if, when we begin to vote tomorrow,
there. will be as large a percentage of
Republican Senators voting for the 65
70 and 75 cents an hour bill as there will
be Democratic Senators on this side of
the aisle voting for it. I want to make
an appeal to our brethren on the other
side of the aisle to go along with us to-
morrow and let everybody in the country
know which party is showing the largest
percentage of support for higher wages
and a better standard of living for the
people of the United States.

Mr. President, I am particularly hope-
ful that our Republican brethren will fol-
low our good example, because when T
first came to an awareness of politics in
this country I heard two things about
the Republican Party. One was that it
was the party of great moral ideas.’
That was when I was just & boy, Mr.
President. The other was that it was the
party of the full dinner pail. It made its
appeal to the workingman. I remember
the cartoons I used to see, the workmen
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pouring out of the factories, under a
Republican administration, happy, con-
tented, with full dinner pails, for the
good old Republican Party looked after
the workingman, It filled up his dinner
pail. It was later, Mr. President, that
the platform of the party came to be to
have a chicken in every pot and two cars
in the garage. I am harking back to the
days of the full dinner pail.

I wish to ask my brethren how full the
dinner pail of the American workmen
will be if he gets less than 65 cents an
hour for 40 hours’ work. That, Mr. Pres=
ident, is only $26 for a full week. For
a full month it is only $104. On such a
wage how full ean you fill the dinner
pail of a father who has a family to sup-
port? How full can you fill the dinner
pail even of a single man who may have
dependents? Mr. President, how far will
it go to pay the expenses of a working
girl or workingwoman, who, if she does
not have a family to support, if she does
not have dependents, has self-respect to
maintain, has the duty of a woman to
live like a lady to fulfill?

That is what we are going to decide to-
morrow when we begin to vote on one of
these wage scales or the other. Mr.
President, do we realize that if our
brethren on the Republican side go along
with the majority of the Democrats on
this side of the aisle tomorrow, we will
put $10 a week more in the working-
man’s pocket or pocketbook? Ten dol-
lars toward the workingman’s doctor
bills,
budget, toward the furniture in the
workingman’s humble home, toward the
leisure that the workingman may oc-
casionally glimpse? Mr. President—to-
ward all that we will enable him to earn
$10 a week more. That is not much, but
I have seen the time when I followed a
plow 12 hours a day for 65 cents for the
whole day. Many of us know what it
means to get a mere $10 a week more.
We have not forgotten such things as
that, Mr. President.

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I will yield in a mo-
ment. If we pass the bill, $10 a week
more than provided by the present law
will go into the pocketbook of the work-
ingman, Now, $4 a week is not very
much, but four times $4 a week is $16 a
month, and we will put that much more
money in the workingman's family
budget over the amount provided in the
amendment offered by the able Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. Bairl, the able
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER],
and other Senators associated with them,
if the bill as reported by the committee
and recommended by the President is
adopted by the Senate.

g now yield to the Senator from Minne-
sota.

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I was in-
terested in the Senator’s statement that
if we vote for the majority bill we will
put $10 a week in the pockets of these
low-wage earners. So far as I know the
only employees whom I pay—and I do not
pay them directly; the Senate Disbursing
Office pays them—are all paid consider-
ably above this minimum. I am won-
dering if the Senator from Florida has
not overlooked the very important mid-

toward the workingman’s food:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

dleman in this process of putting the $10
a week in the workingman's pocket, and
that is the employer who has somewhere
to get the money to pay the $10 a week.

Mr. PEPPER. The able Senator will
understand, of course, that when 1 say
we put it in workingmen’s pockets I mean
we do it just like we put men in the Army.
We passed a law which made the men go
into the Army. I mean we will put that
$10 bill in their pocketbooks over what
they are now getting, because we pass a
law, if the other House agrees with us
and the President concurs—we pass a
law that makes the employers pay it.

Mr. BALL. Mr., President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. 1 yield.

Mr. BALL. Does not the Senator be-
lieve that it is still up to the employer,
who finally pays the wages, to decide
whether he shall increase his total wages,
if he has 100 employees, by a thousand
dollars a week, or whether he shall lay
off enough employees to keep his wage
bill the same? And under present OPA
ceilings probably a great many of them
will have to do the latter. Then some
employees will not have $10 more a week
in their pockets. They will not have any
wages coming in.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I real-
ize that that was the argument made in
1938. It was said, “If you pass the law
you will close us down. You are going
to throw everyone out of a job when
you try to get higher pay for a few.””

I am not doubting the sincerity of the
fears of the Senator from Minnesota,
but, Mr. President, experience has not
justified those fears. I have in my heart
an abiding faith that experience will not
justify his fears if this bill is passed. I
realize that there.may be a few cases—
I think they will be relatively few—where
someone will be thrown out of a job. I
realize that in legislating for a great
country like ours there may be an oc-
casional hardship somewhere. But I am
not willing to deny millions of working
men and women their due and what
they can be paid simply because a few
employers somewhere may experience a
hardship by a general law of that charac-
ter.

In every bill we pass we have to apply
general principles, and general prin-
ciples universally applied will fall heavier
upon some than upon others. But, Mr.
President, the able Senator from Minne-
sota voted to send men into combat, into
the jaws of death, and into the valley
of death itself. Yet, but we were legis-
lating for the Nation. In some cases
family hardships tore the heart of the
soldier who had to leave his hearthstone
even to follow his country’s flag. But we
did not hold back because there was a
hardship upon a few. We legislated for
the security and the safety of America.
Yet today the able Senator is so sensitive
about a few employers who may be hurt
that he condemns millions of employees
to a lower wage than they deserve and
their employers can pay them.

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, will the
Senator again yield?

Mr. PEPPER. 1 yield.

Mr. BALL., The Senator from Minne-
sota spoke for himself and, of course, he
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is not condemning millions of employees
to anything. Asa matter of fact the ma-
jority report on this bill indicates there
are only two or three million employees
who will be immediately affected by it, as
the Senator very well knows. What the
Senator from Minnesota has said is that
we cannot legislate prosperity in this
country by voting, as the Senator said,
$10 a week, or $20 a week, or ham-and-
eggs or any other program of that type
into the pockets directly of the American
people. I do not think that is sound
economics and will ever work,

The Senator from Florida has been
talking about war prosperity. Is he con-
tending that the only basis on which we
can achieve the kind of prosperity we all
want is on the basis of our war expendi-
tures, when the Federal Government was
running a deficit of $30,000,000,000 or
$40,000,000,000, or $50,000,000,000 a year?
And how long does the Senator think our
system would survive that kind of
financing and eccnomics?

Mr. PEPFER. Mr. President, I do not
ask the Government to take over the
economy, but I just said a minute ago
that the experience of our economy dur-
ing the war had proved that the only way
to have national prosperity is to have
the masses of America’s people working
at good wages. That is the answer. And
when the miserable, unorganized work-
ers at the bottom of the economic ladder
cannot by their bargaining power get
their fair share of the national income, or
a decent wage from their employer, they
have no form to which to take their case
except the people’s Congress, their Gov-
ernment. That is the reason we passed a
25-cent minimum wage bill in 1938 over
the vigorous opposition of a large part of
the membership of the Senate. They
said then that it was not a matter for the
Government to deal with. They said the
workers should bargain collectively; that
if they did not want to work for what
they were receiving they should quit.
They said what we then proposed would
result in drying up the very springs of
our prosperity and leave a sterile
economy.

But, Mr. President, again I am merely
reminding my colleagues that the prin-
ciples contained in the wage-hour law of
1938 did not justify those fears. What I
started to say was that while I sympa-
thize with the fears of some of my able
and eminent colleagues from the South,
where wages are still too low, and the per
capita wealth is too low, and the whole
economy is too poor, I do not even agree”
with their fears. But I cannot for the
life of me understand how a Senator from
a high-wealth State, from a high-wage-
level State, from a rich-economy State,
will allow his fears to make him vote for
a lower wage than 65 cents an hour for a
working man or woman.

Mr, President, the fatal addition to
the wage bill of the country if we pass
this 65-cents-an-hour measure will be
only 2 percent. That is to say, we will
raise the wage bill of this country only 2
percent by increasing minimum wages by
law to 65 cents an hour. Even when
workers get the 75-cents-an-hour wage
under this bill, we will raise the wage
bill of the country only 5 percents
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Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield.

Mr. BANKHEAD. 1Ishould like to ask
the Senator if he has information on the
subjeet how much that will increase the
national income. How much more
money will be put into circulation as the
result of increase in wages?

Mr. PEPPER. The able Senator has
asked me a question to which I am not
sure that I have the answer, but in the
committee Mr. Chester Bowles estimated
that the total cost of raising minimum
wages for all privately employed non-
agricultural workers in the country to
65 cents would be only $4,000,000,000 a
year. Since the present bill is much nar-
rower than that, actually the total in-
crease in the wage fund will amount to
considerably less than $2,000,000,000 a
year,

Mr. BANKHEAD. Is that increase
limited to the effects of this bill?

Mr. PEPPER. Yes; the effect of this
bill would be to put under $2,000,000,600
a year more into the pockets of the work-
ing people of the country. And to the
able Senator from Alabama, who has
been such a gallant and valorous leader
of the cause of agriculture in the Senate,
let me add also quickly that Mr. Bowles
testified that about $400,000,000 of that
would find its way into the pockets of
the farmers of this country for food prod-
ucts alone. When we add clothing and
other things which are produced essen-
tially from the farms, we find that ap-
proximately 50 percent of the income of
the low-income groups of this country
goes to the farmers of the Nation. This
means that a billion dollars of the in-
crease will accrue to them.

Mr. President, that is the reason why I
say that this bill is not merely for the
purpose of helping the workers of the
country. It is for the purpose of help-
ing the farmers. It is also for the pur-
pose of helping the merchants from
whom the working people buy. If is also
for the purpose of helping the bankers
who collect the people’s money and use
it. It is also for the purpose of helping
the manufacturers who make the goods
which the people buy. It is for the pur-
pose of helping everyone in the United
States, and through this Nation, the
world economy as a whole.

Mr. President, I humbly ask our
brethren on the other side of the aisle
to join us tomorrow as we try to pass
some liberal legislation which will help
everyone in the country.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield.

Mr. ATKEN. I wonder if the Senator
from Florida is fully aware of the fact
that in issuing this challenge to the Re-
publicans he may be jeopardizing the fu-
ture of the Democratic Party. 'Surely
the Senator from Florida must know that
there are between 10,000,000 and 20,000,-
000 people in this country who would join
the Republican Party and vote the Re-
publican ticket just as soon as the party
proved to them that it was the party
representing the common man of this
country. If the challenge of the Senator
from Florida should be so effective or the
arguments he states should be so per-
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suasive that most of the members of the
minority party in the Senate should vote
for the 65-cent minimum wage bill, and
if they should vote for various measures
for improving health and education in
this country, and then should whole-
heartedly work for the improvement of
our relations with other countries and
the promotion of foreign and domestic
trade, I could see very little future for
the Democratic Party in the United
States for a long time to come.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me so that I may ask
the Senator from Vermont a question?

Mr. PEPPER. I yield.

Mr. BANKHEAD. I wonder if the
Senator is trying to tempt the Senator
from Florida to j»in the Republican
Party. [Laughter.]

Mr. AIKEN. I am not sure but that
could be done, if the Republican Party
were to do all the things which I have
suggested.

Mr. PEPPER. Let me say to my able
friend that the Democratic Party has
always been the party of the people. If
the D2ormocratic Party, with character-
istic gallantry and self-sacrifice, should
have to lay its life upon the altar of the
people’s service, I think it would be well
given.

Mr. MEAD. Mr. President, as one of
the cosponsors of the pending measure,
as one who has been supporting the bill
which has been reported to the Senate
by the committee, and as one who is
opposed to the weakening amendments
which have been presented and will be
acted upon in the near future, I wish
to make some observations about this
measure.

I appeared before the committee and
spoke for the bill during the course of
the committee hearings upon it. I be-
lieve that it is a reasonable measure,

that it comes to us at an appropriate"

time, and that it carries with it logic and
good common sense.

As has been well said on the floor dur-
ing the course of this debate, the cost
of living has risen to such an extent as
to wipe out the increases which were
provided by the Congress when the min-
imum-wage law was enacted in 1938.
Moreover, Mr. President, the time is ripe,
because we have witnessed an increase
in the wage standards in many of the
industries of the country. Many indus-
tries are granting voluntary increases to
their employees. I believe that such
action has a very sound economic effect.

Many unfortunate workers are unor-
ganized. Some of them are engaged in
seasonal work, and others in part-time
work, work which is frequently inter-
rupted by reason of various conditions
over which they have no control. Such
workers have lost their overtime pay,
and their wage scale is now much lower
than it has been during the past 4 or 5
years. So, Mr. President, considering
the situation which confronts us eco-
nomiecally, it occurs to me that this is a
splendid gesture for the Senate to make.
So I trust that the bill will be enacted
as it has been reported by the Commit-
tee on Education and Labor, which de-
voted prolonged aitention to it.

I wish to point out, so that they may
be a part of the record which I make in
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support of the bill, some of the very
effective statements contained in the
President's messages to the Congress.

On September 6, 1945, the President
requested Congress to renew and amend
the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938.
At that time the President laid before
us a specific economic program. The
party of which he is the leader has a
specific economic program. It is the
only specific economic program before
the American people and before the
American Congress at this time. Our
President—the President of all the peo-
ple and all the country, and the leader
of the Democratic Party—said at that
time:

The foundations of a healthy national
economy cannot be secure so long as any
large section of our working people receive
substandard wages,

We are now providing for those in the
substandard group. The President con-
tinued:

The existence of substandard wage levels
sharply curtails the national purchasing
power and narrows the market for the prod-
ucts of our farms and factories.

That was well demonstrated by the
able Senator from Florida [Mr. PEPPER].

Mr. President, in dealing with the
group affected by the pending legisla-
tion we are dealing with the group to
which the late President Roosevelt re-
ferred as the one-third which was ill-fed,
ill-clothed, and ill-housed so far as our
standard of living is concerned.

President Truman in his message also
made this statement:

I believe that the goal of a 40-cent mini-
mum was inadequate when it was estab-
lished, It has now become obsolete,

That is a statement which cannot be
successfully contradicted.

The President continued:

The high prosperity which we seek in the
postwar years will not be meaningful for all
our people if any large proportion of our
industrial workers receive wages as low as
the minimum now sanctioned by the Fair
Labor Standards Act.

Mr. President, during the war, under
the strain of war, in an effort to produce
the materials of war, we expanded our
industrial productivity to an amazingly
high degree. That rapid and magnifi-
cent expansion of our productivity must
be sustained. If it is not sustained by a
high purchasing power, we shall drift
into the spiral which leads to depression,
such as resulted from our economic
errors after the expansion which took
place in the First World War. That
those errors are not being repeated is
evidenced by the leadership and the wis-
dom which have brought about not only
the pendency of this legislation, but the
entire economic program recommended
by the President,

The increased productivity and high
annual income which we are now capable
of making must be buttressed by a high
consuming market. If we neglect the
segment made up of the low-wage earn-
ers of our population, if we fail to pass
this particular legislation and the other
bills which have for their purpose an in-
crease in the buying power of our people,
then I can see stagnation setting in,
gradually at first, but more rapidly as
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time goes on, until we find an imbalance
between our productivity and our ability
to consume, It is true that we may be
able to find markets for our goods else~
where, but the buyers will require dollars
with which to buy those goods, and we
shall require buying power in this coun-
try to keep pace with the assembly-line
production which we developed so skill-
fully during the war.

So, Mr. President, I believe that the
rending measure is opportune. It is one
of the “must” bills if we are to keep our
economic house in order.

I wish to quote from a further message
of the President on this measure. In his
message on the state of the Union on
January 21, 1946, the President again
requested the Congress to amend the Fair
Labor Standards Act. On that occasion
the President said:

Full employment and full production may
be achieved only by maintaining a level of
consumer income far higher than that of the
prewar period. A high level of consumer in-
come will maintain the market for the out-
put of our mills, farms, and factories which
we have demonstrated during the war years
that we can produce. One of the basic steps
which the Congress can take to establish a
high level of consumer income is to amend
the Fair Labor Standards Act to raise sub-
standard wages to a decent minimum and
to extend similar protection to additional
workers who are not covered by the present
act.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have both the President’s message
delivered on September 6, 1945, and the
President’s message transmitted January
21, 1946, printed at this point in the REc-
ORD, as part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the messages
were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
ORrD, as follows:

|From the President’'s message of
September 6, 1945]

The foundations of a healthy national
economy cannot be secure so long as any
large section of our working people receive
substandard wages. The existence of sub-
standard wage levels sharply curtails the na-
tional purchasing power and narrows the
market for the products of our farms and
factories,

In the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938
the Congress adopted a program intended to
provide a minimum-wage standard for a
large number of American workers.

In that statute the Congress declared it
to be our national policy to eliminate from
interstate industry, wage levels detrimental
to the maintenance of minimum standards
of living. The establishment then of a mini-
mum wage of 25 cents per hour represented
a first step toward the realization of that
policy. The goal of 40 cents per hour, which
under the act was to be made effective by
1945, was actually made fully effective more
than a year ago by the voluntary action of
the industry committees.

I believed that the goal of a 40-cent mini-
mum was inadequate when established. It
has now become obsolete.

Increases in the cost of living since 1938
and changes in our national-wage struc-
ture require an immediate and substantial
upward revision of this minimum. Only in
that way can the objectives of the Fair Labor
Standards Act be realized, the national pur-
chasing power protected, and an economy of
full production and abundance preserved and
maintained for the American people.

The high prosperity which we seek in the
postwvar years will not be meaningful for all
our people if any large proportion of our
industrial wage earners receive wages as low
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as the minimum now sanctioned by the Fair
Labor Standards Act.

I, therefore, recommend that the Congress
amend the Fair Labor Standards Act by sub-
stantially increasing the minimum wage
specified therein to a level which will elimi-
nate substandards of living, and assure the
maintenance of the health, efficiency, and
general well-being of workers.

The scope of the Fair Labor Standards Act
also should be clarified and extended. In
view of changes which have occurred since
1938, I believe it is no longer necessary to
exclude from the minimum-wage program the
large number of workers engaged in agricul-
tural processing who are now excluded. There
now exists a twilight zone in which some
workers are covered, and others, doing simi-
lar work, are not. Extension of coverage
would benefit both workers and employers, by
removing competitive inequities.

[From President’s message of January 21,
1946]

Full employment and full production may
be achieved only by maintaining a level of
consumer income far higher than that of the
prewar period. A high level of consumer in-
come will maintain the market for the output
of our mills, farms, and factorles which we
have demonstrated during the war years that
we can produce. One of the basic steps which
the Congress can take to establish a high
level of consumer income is to amend the
Fair Labor Standards Act to raise substandard
wages to a decent minimum and to extend
similar protection to additional workers who
are not covered by the present act.

Substandard wages are bad for business and
for the farmer. Substandard wages provide
only a substandard market for the goods and
services produced by American industry and
agriculture,

At the present time the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act prescribes a minimum wage of 40
cents an hour for those workers who are
covered by the act. The present minimum
wage represents an annual income of about
$800 to those continuously employed for 50
weeks—clearly a wholly inadequate budget
for an American family., I am in full accord
with the proposal now pending in the Con-
gress that the statutory minimum be raised
immediately to 65 cents an hour, with further
increases to 70 cents after 1 year and to 75
cents after 2 years, I also favor the proposal
that the industry committee procedure be
used to set rates higher than 65 cents per
hour during the 2-year interval before the
76-cent basic wage would otherwise become
applicable,

The proposed minimum wage of 65 cents
an hour would assure the worker an annual
income of about 1,300 a year in steady em-
ployment. This amount is clearly a modest
goal. After considering cost-of-living in-
creases in recent years, it is little more than
a 10-cent increase over the present legal mini-
mum. In fact, if any large number of work-
ers earn less than this amount. we will find it
impossible to maintain the levels of purchas-
ing power needed to sustain the stable pros-
perity which we desire. Raising the mini-

mum to 75 cents an hour will provide the

wage earner with an annual income of $1,5600
if he is fully employed.

The proposed higher minimum-wage levels
are feasible without involving serious price
adjustments or serious geographic disloca-
tions.

Today about 20 percent of our manufactur-
ing wage earners—or about 2,000,000—earn
less than 65 cents an hour. Because wages in
most industries have risen during the war,
this is about the same as the proportion—17
percent—who were earning less than 40 cents
an hour in 1941, ;

I also recommend that minimum-wage pro-
tection be extended to several groups of
workers not now covered. The need for a
decent standard of living is by no means
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limited to those workers who happen to be
covered by the act as it now stands, It is
particularly vital at this period of readjust-
ment in the national economy and readjust-
ment in employment of labor to extend
minimum-wage protection as far as possible,

Lifting the basic minimum wage is neces-
sary, it is justified as a matter of simple
equity to workers, and it will prove not only
feasible but also directly beneficial to the
Nation's employers.

Mr. MEAD. Mr. President, I also ask
unanimous consent to have printed at
this point in the REcorp as a part of my
remarks the explanation of the pending
bill which is contained in paragraph II
of page 3 of the committee report.

There being no objection, the matter
referred to was ordered to be printed in
the REcorp, as follows:

n

The bill under consideration amends the
Fair Labor Standards Act in the following
principal respects. (The amendments are
fully described in part III of this report.)
The bill—

(1) Raises the minimum wage to 65 cents
per hour during the first 2 years of opera-
tion, 70 cents in the third and fourth years,
and 75 cents thereafter. It continues the
procedure of the present act whereby in-
dustry committees, composed of employer,
employee, and public members, may reach
the 75-cent objective more rapidly where
practicable in accordance with the congres-
sional declaration of policy and standards
in the act. The special procedures for de-
termining wages in Puerto Rico and the
Virgin Islands still apply.

(2) Broadens and clarifies the coverage of
the minimum wage and overtime provisions.
Minimum wage and overtime pay are ex-
tended to employees of employers engaged
in any actlvity affecting interstate or for-
eign commerce; chiefly involved are em-
ployees of large chain and large independent
retail selling and retail servicing enterprises.
However, employees in small independent
retail selling and servicing establishments
are still exempt. Seamen are granted mini-
mum-wage protection but not overtime pay.
Industries processing agricultural or horti-
cultural commodities or fish are covered by
the minimum-wage and overtime provisions.
However, such of these industries as have
marked annually recurring seasonal peaks
are made eligible for a single overtime ex-
emption in place of the present complex
and discriminatory system of overtime ex-
emptions, As a result of these changes,
minimum wage and overtime pay will now
apply with greater uniformity to employees
of employers engaged in the handling or
packing or storing, in their raw or natural
state, or the first processing or canning, of
perishable or seasonal agricultural or horti-
cultural commodities or fish. Employees of
motor carriers are covered by overtime-pay
provisions unless the Interstate Commerce
Commission has set qualifications and maxi-
mum hours of service for their occupations
prior to the effective date of the hill. Sev-
eral minor exemptions now in the act are
broadened—switchboard operators in public
telephone exchanges with fewer than 1,000
stations, and employees of daily as well as
semiweekly and weekly newspapers with
fewer than 3,000 circulation, are exempt.

(3) Directly prohibits the employment of
oppressive child labor by employers engaged
in commerce, the preduction of goods for
commerce, or any other activity affecting
commerce.

(4) Modifies the provisions for employee
suits by providing a 2-year statute of limi-
tations in such employee suits to recover
unpaid minimum wages or overtime com=-
pensation, and damages, and grants to the
courts discretionary power to reduce im
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whole or in part liquidated damages in such
suits if the employer shows affirmatively that
the minimum wage or overtime vioclations
were not willful and that he acted in good
faith. :

Mr. MEAD. Mr. President, future his-
torians, I venture to predict, will find it
strange that we consider it necessary to
debate the issue whether 65 cents an
hour or 75 cents an hour is too much to
pay the workers who are the backbone of
our industrial development.

I find it strange myself. I find it diffi-
cult to believe that as we enter the atomic
age, as we prepare to harness this great
new force with all its radical implications
for our industrial system, we still have
not learned the importance of purchas-
ing power.

We Americans are superb producers.
‘We are poor distributors.

To raise the minimum-wage rate to
55 cents in the industries we are talking
about is not to raise it at all. It is well
known that the War Labor Board last
year set 55 cents an hour as the minimum
wage which they would automatically
approve, and this figure has become the
effective minimum-wage rate for indus-
tries in and affiecting interstate com-
merce. So if we amend the bill by re-
ducing the wage scale to 55 cents an
hour, we are giving the workers only what
they are already receiving in most in-
stances. Last week the Wage Stabiliza-
tion Board went even further and set
the figure at 65 cents. Yet some people
still talk about enacting a minimum-
wage rate of 55 cents. The only thing
that would do would be to change the
words of the law.

Mr. President, perhaps an increase in
the minimum-wage rate to 55 cents an
hour might have been worth while be-
fore the war. Now the higher cost of
living would make it considerably less
attractive. Fifty-five cents an hour for
40 hours a week is exactly $22 a week or
$1,100 a year if—and this is an ex-
ceedingly big if—the worker gets 50 weeks
of work during the year. Even 65 cents
is only $1,300 a year. Think of it, Mr.
President. We who live in the richest
country in all the world, in a country
capable of producing almost $200,000,-
000,000 worth of wealth in 1 year, are
fixing by law an annual wage of but
$1,100 a year, provided the worker works
50 weeks a year; and we do that at a
time when we realize that even $2,000 a
year will not maintain the average
American family in decent conditions
and provide proper food, shelter, and
clothing for them. Even 65 cents an
hour amounts to only $1,300 a year.

Both these yearly figures fall far short
of the lowest estimate of what it takes
to keep a family of five decently fed,
clothed, and housed. Both amounts are
entirely inadequate.

The people we are talking about, those
who are down in the brackets below and
around 65 cents, are the real ill-fed, ill-
clad, and ill-housed men, women, and
children of this country. They are the
people who wait around bargain coun-
ters watching for the very low-sale
prices; they are the ones who gather
in grocery stores on Saturday night just
before closing time to pick up fruits and
vegetables or meat likely to spoil before
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Monday morning. They are the unor-
ganized workers who cannot speak for
themselves. They are the ones who
really need the protection of this pro-
posed law, and I say they should have it.

Mr. President, I shall not dwell on the
general question of raising the floor un-
der wages. To me the issue is clear.
This great Nation, already in the first
phase of a gigantic production boom,
does not wani—and cannot afford—to
have second-class citizens without
enough to eat or enough to wear or a
decent place in which to live.

This is the time to raise the floor un-
der wages. There will soon be the high-
est peacetime level of production in our
history. We shall break all records.
Huge profits are being made without
even an excess-profits tax to worry about.
Now is the time to act. But all this has
been said before during this debate, and
I shall not urge it further.

What I wish to talk about are the pro-
visions of the hill that extend coverage
to two and a quarter million people who
will gain the benefits of the wage-hour
law if the bill passes as it stands today.
I want particularly to talk about one
group whom the bill affects—the retail
employee.

As President Truman said:

It is particularly vital at this period of re-
adjustment in the national economy and
readjustment in the employment of labor to
extend minlmum-wage prutecr.ion as far as
possible,

I do not see why all these exemptions
were put into the law in the first place.
But now is a good time, as President
Truman says, to change or repeal them.

It seems to me that there are only two
criteria to determine whether employees
should be under this proposed law. The
first criterion is whether they are within
the constitutional power of the Congress;
that is, whether they are engaged in or
affect commerce. The second criterion
is whether the law is capable of enforce-
ment, insofar as the particular group is
concerned. I understand why we can-
not put certain groups of people under
the law; it is because we simply cannot
enforce it as to them. We cannot put
outside salesmen under the law because
we do not know when they are working.
We cannot put a highly paid profes-
sional man under the law because he
simply does not operate that way.
There is no sense having a law that is
not enforceable.

But there are all sorts of exemptions
in the minimum-wage law today that
go far beyond these criteria. There is
no better example of this than the men
and women behind the counters of the
big chain and department stores
throughout the country.

Let us hold up against the tests I have
suggested, the case of the chain and de-
partment store worker. Certainly the
employees of a large department store
or a chain grocery store fall within the
constitutional power of the Congress to
deal with matters in and affecting inter-
state commerce. Under the Wagner Act,
the National Labor Relations Board has
steadily held that such companies are
under the Wagner Act, and it has been
continuously upheld by the courts. There
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is no reason for any different rule where
wages and hours are concerned. Equally
certain, the law is enforceable with re-
spect to these workers. They punch a
time clock just as do workers in a fac-
tory.

If we do not follow these two rules, if
we give a number of exemptions the fol=-
lowing is the kind of a result we get—
and there are many cases like this one:
Mary and Margaret are sisters. They
leave the house at the same time every
morning and they get home at the same
time every evening. Mary goes to a shirt
factory and sits down at her sewing ma-
chine and works 40 hours a week. Mar-
garet goes to a large retail store and -
stands on her feet behind the counter
40 hours a week. Mary is under the
wage-and-hour law, but Margaret is not.
However, both are under the Wagner Act.
Why should there be this discrimination?

An exemption was provided in section
13 (a) (1) for workers employed in a lo-
cal retailing capacity. Then there was
provided a whole exemption in section
13 (a) (2). I say that now is the time to
wipe off the books that discriminatory
favoritism toward chain stores.

Take a look at the profits of some of
the chain stores. The 13 food chains
made 200 percent more in 1844 then they
made during the years 1936 to 1939. They
made 50 percent even after taxes. De-
partment stores made 346.3 percent more
in 1944 than during the 1936-39 period;
they made 60 percent even after taxes.
Now that the excess-profits tax is off,
their profits will probably go through the
roof; at least, Mr. President, it is reason-
able to assume they will be higher, I
wonder whether anyone seriously con-
tends that this favoritism should con-
tinue. :

I, for one, am really interested in the
small independent store. That is why I
insisted that the bill contain an exemp-
tion for these small independent stores,
and the bill as it now stands provides an
exemption for any independent store do-
ing less than one-half million dollars’
worth of business. But a large store,
chain or independent, should certainly
pay 65 cents an hour to the girl who has
to deal with a large number of customers
from 9:30 in the morning until 6 at
night.

I want a law that will do something
for these people. In New York there has
been established a 52-cent minimum for
retail clerks which was originally to go
into effect early this year. I now under-
stand that the effective date has been
indefinitely postponed. The retail em-
ployees in New York are learning what
“too-little-too-late” means in our own
country.

If there ever was the right bill and the
right time, this is it. I shall oppose
every effort to water down this bill. The
people of the country are solidly behind
it. We must not let them down. Cer-
tainly the President of the United States
is behind it, and I hope the Senate of the
United States will back up the President.
We must give fair consideration to the
workers who are included under the
proposed legislation.

Mr. President, I trust that the pending
bill will receive the approval of the Sen-
ate. I also trust that the amendments
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which have been offered to the bill, and
which have a tendency to weaken it,
reduce the scale of wages provided in the
bill, or limit the coverage provided in it,
will not be agreed to by the Senate. I
appeal to my colleagues in the Senate to
think of the workers in the lower cate-
gories who are embraced within the pro-
visions of the pending bill, the unorgan-
ized workers who have the most difficult
tasks to perform, and who receive the
lowest pay for their work. I trust that
my colleagues will keep those workers in
mind. I trust that when we vote on the
amendments tomorrow sight will not be
lost of their welfare and their well-being,
as well as the welfare and well-being of
our country.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Arkan-
sas [Mr. FuLericHT] to the amendment
proposed by the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. ErreEnpEr] for himself and the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr, BaLrl.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. PEPPER. I move that the Senate
proceed to consider executive business.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to the consideration of
executive business.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate messages from the Pres-
ident of the United States submitting
several nominations, which were referred
to the appropriate committees.

(For nominations this day received,
see the end of Senate proceedings.)

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE

Mr. McKELLAR, from the Committee
on Post Offices and Post Roads, reported
favorably the nominations of sundry
postmasters.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If
there be no further reports of commit-
tees, the clerk will state the nominations
on the Executive Calendar.

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

The legisative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Ellis Purlee to be register of the
land office at Sacramento, Calif.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the nomination is con-
firmed.

THE MARINE CORPS

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations in the Marine Corps.

Mr. PEPPER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Marine Corps nominations
be confirmed en bloc.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the Marine Corps nomi-
nations are confirmed en bloc, and, with-
out objection, the President will be noti-
fied forthwith of all the confirmations
of today.

RECESS

Mr. PEPPER. As in legislative ses=-
sion, I move that the Senate take a recess
until noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4
o'clock and 55 minutes p. m.) the Senate
took a recess until tomorrow, Wednesday,
March 27, 1946, at 12 o’clock meridian.
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NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate March 26 (legislative day of
March 5), 1946:

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

W. Averell Harriman, of New York, to be
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten-
tiary of the United States of America to
Great Britain,

UnNITED NATIONS ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COUNCIL

John G. Winant, of New Hampshire, to
be the representative of the United States
of America in the Economic and Social Coun-
cil of the United Nations.

CONFIEMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate March 26 (legislative day of
March 5), 1946:

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
REGISTER OF LAND OFFICE

Ellis Purlee to be register of the land office
at Sacramento, Calif. (Reappolntment.)
In THE MARINE CORPS

APPOINTMENTS IN THE MARINE CORPS
To be second lieutenants from April 2, 1946
Guenther W. Lenffer Michael J. Vrabel
Charles A. Ray Lewis R. Webb
Alvin W. Burri Robert E. Barde
Jack A. Cohoon Gordon 8. Baxter
Charles W. Cox Charles W. Blyth
Eenneth B, Fish Samuel L. Grier
Earl R. DeLong William T. Hickman
‘William A. McClelland James A. Horn
Charles A. Merrill Paul Kessler
Clair “F” Runyon Chew Een Lee
Albert C. McLean Alfred L. Leidy
Robert G. Work Donald L. Mann
Robert V. Anderson Jchn F. Miniclier
Nicholas A. Canzona Willard G. Orth
John E. Dolan Alfred L. Perry, Jr.
James H, A, Flood Kenneth E. Rice
William L. Hewetson Thomas J. Sager
Weldon L, Keating  Joris J. Snyder
Bruce Magruder, Jr. Richiard M. Ulf
Lee D. Martin Henry J. Witkowskl
Gene M. McCain Joseph A. Zybrands
Carl Pedersen, Jr.

- HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuespay, Marcu 26, 1946

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Mont-
gomery, D. D. offered the following
prayer:

Eternal Father, whose most holy name
shows forth the wonder of Thy love, at
the altar of prayer we rejoice in Him who
made Himself of no reputation, who suf-
fered and walked the earth with men
that He might reveal unto them the true
nature of God, who is and evermore shall
be. Thou who didst come to a world that
was destitute, give us that form of love
which spiritualizes and beautifies life. Oh
hasten the day when the unborn tomor-
rows shall bring forth the parliament of
man, in which shall be established the
realm of true brotherhood, in which no
rivalries can destroy or controversies can
defeat. Be pleased to remember and
bless our President, our Speaker, and this
Congress assembled, that they may be
led to deliberate upon the things that are
for the welfare of our whole Nation;
strengthen us all with wisdom from above
that we may quit ourselves like men, and

2623

Thine shall be the praise. In the name
of our Saviour. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. RANDOLPH asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
RECORD.

Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia asked
and was given permission to extend his
remarks in the Recorp and include an
editorial from the Chicago Daily News
entitled “Water and Concrete.”

Mr. LEFEVRE asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp, and further to extend his re-
marks and include an editorial.

Mr. KNUTSON asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include a short newspaper
article.

Mr. JOHNSON of California asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the Recorp and include an
address by Dr. M. H. Trytten entitled
“Problems of Scientific Personnel and
Science Talent.”

Mr. SPRINGER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include a letter.

DAYLIGHT-SAVING TIME

Mr. SHARP. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to address the House for

- 1 minute, and to revise and extend my

remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. SHARP. Mr. Speaker, I read in
the CoNGREssIONAL REcorp of last Thurs-
day's date, speeches by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Furrox] and the
gentleman from New York [Mr. BENNET]
advocating daylight saving starting April
30 and expiring October 30 for the sole
purpose of helping out. with our food
supply. I come from a section of Long
Island, N. Y., that does considerable
growing of potatoes and cauliflower, and
I do not know of anything to help the
conditions more than daylight saving of
an extra hour for this purpose. It will
benefit those that plant victory gardens,
those that work in offices and other po-
sitions where they are employed during
all the day, each day of the week and
month,

I remember when I went to work as a
young man, I had a position in the
United States post office and I was busy
between the hours of 6:15 a. m. and 7:30
p. m. I was not anxious at this time to
plant a victory garden, but I had an old
trotter I had to jog each day and I could
not find time to do it. Usually I jogged
him at night, but I could not develop
his speed after dark as much as I would
have liked to, so it was not very satis-
factory, training a trotting horse after
dark. If we had had daylight saving
at that time, it would have been won-
derful.

Now the people are not interested in
training horses, but we are interested
in growing extra farm production, and
I do not think the farmer would object
seriously to such a procedure to assist
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in the prevention of starvation abroad
and to an increase in domestic garden
food production by this extra hour. The
farmers would not object to such a plan
that would be such a favor to so many
people, and for the good of all the
people, it should be done, and I hope the
bill will be supported when it comes be-
fore the House.

AMERICAN YOUTH FOR DEMOCRACY
CLUBS

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for 1
minute.

The SPEAEER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I notice in
the Times-Herald of the 22d of March
this item:

STUDENTS BACK SOVIET REQUEST

A delegation of 20 college students today
called at the State Department to demand,
among other things, that the United States
respect the Soviet request for postponement
of UNO consideration of the Russian-Iran
dispute “until negotiations with Iran are
terminated.” The students said they rep-
resented 63 college American Youth for
Democracy clubs.

The college students of today want to
be very careful what they are doing. I
recall very distinctly when the Italian

boys and girls before the war stated that

they wanted Mussolini to go to war, and
they got their wish, and they got it in the
neck, I imagine, every one of them.
These boys and girls ought to know what
they are doing before they make such
requests as this.

EXTENSION OF REMARES

Mr. HEBERT asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and to include an editorial.

Mr. PFEIFER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include a statement by the
Committee for a Just Peace for Italy.

Mr. McCORMACK asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the ReEcorp and include an address
made last night by Hon. Tom C. Clark,
Attorney General of the United States.

WHEATLESS DAY IN RESTAURANTS TO
HELP STARVING PEOPLES

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr, Speaker, I
noticed in this morning’s Washington
Times-Herald a news item which was of
great interest to me. The headline reads:
“One wheatless day each week proposed
for restaurants.” This suggestion came
from a New York restaurant man. It
seems to me it is a very excellent sug-
gestion, when millions of people abroad,
human beings just like you and I and all
of us, and these unfortunate persons
facing starvation; with tens of thousands
of children suffering from undernourish-
ment and from tuberculosis and all kinds
of disease that result from undernourish-
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ment. Adults are dying and children are
dying and millions are faced with a ter-
rible situation. Even though we do the
best we can, thousands will die. I know
the people of America are willing to make
every sacrifice possible to help these suf-
fering human beings. I think this sug-
gestion of a wheatless day for restau-
rants is an excellent one. No matter how
much we cooperate voluntarily, there is
always a limitation, because we are all
human. A little compulsion now and
then accomplishes better results. I am
sure the people of America will listen to
this appeal to bring relief to other human
beings throughout the world and will be
glad to have a wheatless day each week,
or two wheatless days if necessary. I
know the people of America will answer
the crying voice of humanity.

PHILIPPINE ISLAND LEGISLATION

Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina.
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that I may have until midnight tonight
to file a committee report on the hill
H. R. 5856, the Philippine Island bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
North Carolina?

There was no objection.

PERSONAL PRIVILEGE

The SPEAKER. For what purpose
does the gentleman from Michigan rise?

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to a question of personal privilege.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state the ground for the question of per-
sonal privilege,

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, on the
12th day of March, last, a standing com-
mittee of the House, the Committee on
Expenditures in the Executive Depart-
ments, was considering the question of
the disposal of surplus property and, in
particular, H. R. 5702, Mr. John C., Wil-
liamson, assistant legislative representa-
tive of the Veterans of Foreign Wars,
appeared and gave testimony as a wit-
ness. 3

On the 17th day of March 1946, Walter
Winchell, over a Nation-wide hook-up
of the American Broadcasting Co., a li-
censee of the Federal Communications
Commission, referring to .a colloguy
which occurred between the Member
from the Fourth Congressional District
of Michigan and Mr. Williamson, among
other things said:

WasHiNGTON.—This is especially for all war
veterans and their families. On March
12, last, the Washington (D. C.) Daily News
reported as follows: “Veteran organization
representatives got a verbal slap in the face
from Congressman CrArRg E, HorrFman, of
Michigan.” He charged, “there is a growing
resentment of special privileges for veterans.”
The Washington Star adds: “In a diatribe
against political pressure of veterans (re-
garding amendments to the Surplus Property
Act) Congressman CLARE HorFMaN, of Michi-
gan sald, ‘Veterans are the same old Ameri-
cans they were before the war, selfish and
greedy still as they were before the war.”
That, soldier, is what Congressman CLARE
HOFFMAN, of Michigan, thinks of war veter-
ans. Speaking for all war veterans I say this
to Congressman CrArRe HoFFMAN and any
other ingrates in Congress. Isn't it a little
bit early to be slapping the faces of war veter=
ans? You may need them apgain and very
shortly, too. To save your country, your job,
and your life.
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Mr. Speaker, in a leaflet evidently pub-
lished to create discord and class hatred,
destroy the confidence of the people in
their Representatives, there appears the
following:

HOFFMAN ‘‘SEDITIOUS"

Previously, officers of Locals 831 and 922,
United Electrical Workers, representing 40,000
workers in Michigan and Indiana, adopted a
resolution which says in part: “The Halls of
Congress are being polsoned with seditious
utterances by Congressman CLARE E. Horr-
MAN. * * * Seditious statements * * *
are being made in Congress * * * dissem-
ination of Axis propaganda * * * aids
enemies of our Nation, and borders on trea-
son. * * * This convention respectiully
requests the Department of Justice that
these seditious activities of Crare E. HoFF-
MAN be investigated.” Resolution was adopt-
ed and sent the Attorney General.

That statement made by Mr. Winchell
reflects upon the integrity, in his rep-
resentative capacity, of the Member of
Congress to whom reference is made.
The logical effect of Winchell's statement
is to injuriously affect the morale of men
in the service. His statement raises a
question of personal privilege.

The statement quoted from No. 246 of
In Fact reflects upon the integrity and
the patriotism in his representative ca-
pacity of the Member of Congress from
Michigan and raises a question of per-
sonal privilege.

The SPEAKER. Without passing on
the first question raised by the gentle-
man, the Chair states that any pam-
phlet or newspaper or document that
accuses the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. HorFmaN] of being seditious cer-
tainly presents a question of personal
privilege.

The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and include excerpts from
publications and letters.

" The SPEAKER. Is there objection to

the request of the gentleman from Mich-

igan?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr, Speaker, if the
issue presented by the words to which I
have referred were only of personal in-
terest, the time of the Members would
not be taken. Unfortunately, the issue
is broader than that and too many times
has been ignored.

THE 1946 ELECTION EMEAR EUND SOUNDS OFF

Realizing that only desperate meas-
ures, a campaign of vilification and false-
hood, can undermine the confidence of
the people in their chosen representa-
tives, in the Congress of the United
States, PAC, the CIO, some of the New
Dealers, the Communists, and some who
do not, believe in our constitutional form
of government are determined that, by
fair means or foul, they will elect in 1946
a Congress which will do their bidding.

- In a whispering campaign, by word of
mouth, through the press, over the radio,
by commentators and by columnists,
practically every Member of Congress
who is vocal, active, unafraid, and con-
sistent in his support of American prin-
ciples, in opposition to any and all at-
tempts to proceed other than in a con-
stitutional manner, who is opposed to
deficit spending, to government by men
and bureaus rather than the adminis-

.
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tration of equal justice under law by the
judicial and executive agencies created
by the Constitution, is assailed by some
one or more members of this group.

They refuse to admit that, prior to
1930, the people of this country enjoyed
more of every good thing of life than did

“the people of any other country. They
pretend to think, although they know
better, that the form of government
which prevailed in almost any other
country in the world was better than our
own; that the lot of many other peoples
under other forms of government was a
happier and prosperous and a more se-
cure one than that of our own people.

Their arrogance, their conceit, their
intolerance, their lack of fair play and of
common decency are their chief charac-
teristics.

The campaigns for the election of 435
Members of the House, of at least 32
Members of the other body, have opened,
and the floodgates have been opened, re-
leasing against every candidate who in
the past has refused to do their bidding
or who they think in the future will re-
fuse to act as their puppet, false charges
of political venality; of a lack of charity,
of kindliness, of consideration for the
opinions and rights of others.

The press reported the President, ad-
dressing the Jackson Day banqueteers
here in Washington, as saying:

My {friends in Congress have got to make
& choice—they've got to make up their minds
whether they are for veterans' rights or in
favor of the real-estate lobby.

If the President made that statement,
we can readily forgive him, for we know
that, if he made it, it was on an occasion
when he was talking for political pur-
poses to a group of party members.

We know, too, that the President does -

not believe that the majority of the
House—and a majority of the House
voted against the subsidies contained in
his housing bill—are opposed to veterans’
rights. We know that he does not believe
that they so voted because they were “in
favor of the real-estate lobby.”

The President was evidently carried
away by the good food, small though it
may have been in quantity, or perhaps
by the fellowship of his fellow Democrats.
He was evidently betrayed by the enthu-
siasm of the party—however it may have
been generated or whatever may have
caused it—into the making of an extrav-
agant statement which is not in accord
with the fact.

So let us forget and forgive, if that be
necessary, this rather rash political slip
of the President and turn our attention
to those who are deliberately seeking the
election of another rubber-stamp Con-
gress, of a Congress which they may use
to set the stamp of approval upon their
schemes and proposed legislation de-
signed to regiment our people, to bring
about stateism or totalitarianism—
something, almost anything, which will
be the opposite of the Government which
has given the individual freedom and
prosperity, made us, as Churchill said,
the most powerful economic and military
nation in all the world.

Spearheading at the moment the vocal
end of this destructive campaign, we
have Walter Winchell, Walter Winchell
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has, it may conservatively be said, done
more to create racial prejudice, arouse
class animosity, generate civil strife,
than—if we exempt Hitler—any other
100 men who have ever existed or who
now exist.

He has been, and he is, a disgrace to
the Navy, to his city, and to the country.
As a peddler of false and salacious gossip
he is an irresponsible master.

He has repeatedly, by false charges, at-
tacked Members of Congress and the
Congress itself in a manner which, what-
ever may have been his intention, was
designed to destroy the people’s confi-
dence in their chosen representatives, in
one of the coordinate branches of the
Government.

He speaks over the radio, over a sta-
tion of the ABC, the American Broad-
casting Co., a licensee of a Federal
agency.

Section 303 of title 47 of the United
States Code empowers and authorizes the
Federal Communications Commission to
premulgate and enforce such rules as the
public convenience, interest, or necessity
requires.

Can it for .one moment be contended
that any licensee of this Federal agency
should be permitted by false statements
to challenge the integrity of the Congress
or of the Members of Congress?

On the 17th of March, over a national
hookup of the ABC, this man Winchell,
undoubtedly resentful because, after an
exposure of some of his activities, he was
removed from active service in the Navy,
placed in the Reserve and so deprived of
the privilege of wearing an officer’s
Navy uniform in nightclubs and else-
where, again opened his mouth, un-
corked the vials of venom and falsely
accused me of saying that veterans were
selfish and greedy.

Informed people are aware of Win-
chell’s irresponsibility. They know that
he is a disseminator of keyhole gossip;
that he has been characterized as the
gent of the men’s room; that it has been
publicly charged that he paid some
$90,000 on the demand of an underworld
character; that many of his so-called
news scoops or flashes are but the repe-
tition of an AP, a UP, an International
News Service, or some other news report,
or an excerpt from an early or a late edi-
tion of the metropolitan press.

Winchell, while concededly extolling
his presumed virtues as an uncoverer of
reprehensible or criminal acts, is, on
occasion, strangely silent.

Many of us remember that, during the
war, eight German saboteurs landed
from a German submarine on the At-
lantic coast, their mission being the
destruction of property which would aid
us in defeating our enemies.

One Jergens is Winchell's sponsor.
Jergens had two secretaries, one of whom
was a very close associate in many of his
business enterprises. This secretary
aided and assisted one of the eight sabo-
teurs, six of whom were subsequently ex-
ecuted. Confronted by the evidence, she
admitted the crime, was convicted of
misprision of treason and sentenced to a
Federal penitentiary.

Had any Member of this or the other
body been caught in a similar position
to that then occupied by Jergens, who
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may or who may not have been entirely
lacking in any knowledge of his secre-
tary's activities, Winchell would have
screamed to high heaven and he would
have, by innuendo and by inference, ac-
cused such a Member of the Congress of
being guilty of sedition or treason.

Mr., Winchell, Walter Winchell, an em-
ployee of Jergens, although he knew the
news value in his field of such a dis-
closure, failed to tell his public about the
activities of this other employee of Jer-
gens, who, in wartime, aided an enemy
of our country. Why was this self-styled
super patriot silent? Tell us, Walter,
why on this occasion you were as silent
as the grave; apparently as dumb-as a

cla&l:’l_?

Inchell knew about the saboteurs
and their activities and after his efforts
to defeat many of the Members of Con-
gress who were elected in 1942, he had
the monumental gall to ask, “How about
the voters going after those other sabo-
teurs who landed in Congress?”’

Apparently the House was not greatly
concerned about that statement, al-
though it was a direct charge, and was so
understood by many of our people, that
there were sitting in the Halls of Con-
gress saboteurs, enemies of our country.

To our shame, be it said that, although
advised of that statement, the House,
perhaps because its Members underesti-
mated the harm of the statement, them-
selves knew of Winchell’s unreliability,
assuming that practically everyone who
listened knew of Winchell’s untruthful-
ness, neglected to call Winchell before
it and force him under oath to admit he
was a purveyor of falsehood; that his
charge that there were saboteurs in the
House was wholly without foundation;
that he was motivated only by a wicked,
perverted mind.

Winchell seeks to smear and to de-
stroy politically everyone in Congress
whom he dislikes; who has the courage
to vote his convictions, to remain firm in
his allegiance to the oath taken when he
assumed office.

Winchell has no conception of truth,
of fairness, of justice, of ordinary com-
mon decency. He descends into the gut-
ter; he rolls himself in carrion and, get-
ting up, sniffs, but fails to recognize that
the stench which he smells emanates
from himself and not from the air which
he breathes.

Hoping to induce some candidate to
oppose me and to defeat me for reelec-
tion, Winchell, on Sunday evening,
March 17, among other things, stated:

Veteran organization representatives got a
verbal slap in the face from Congressman
CLARE E. HoFFMAN, of Michigan.

He further quoted me as saying:

Veterans are the same old Americans they
were before the war, selfish and medy still
as they were before the war.

Both of those statements are delib-
erate falsehoods. 3

He then asked:

Isn't it a little bit early to be slapping the
faces of war veterans?

THE TRUTH

What Winchell may have been refer-

ring to was a colloquy which took place



2626

on March 12 between Mr. John C. Wil-
liamson, assistant legislative represent-
ative of the Veterans of Foreign Wars,
and myself when he appeared before the
House Committee on Expenditures in the
Executive Departments during a hearing
on the possibility of securing surplus
housing for the use of veterans.

Needless to say, every Member of this
House and of the other body, cognizant
in some small degree—but only a small
degree—of the sacrifices which have been
made by the veterans, is not only will-
ing, but eager to aid the veterans in

every possible way and to at the same:

time see that legislation designed to aid

veterans is not prevented from: giving:
them aid, either by the application- of’

1ed tape or the scheming and greed of
unscrupulous individuals who would ex-
ploit them under the guise of assisting
them.

After making it clear to Mr. William-
son that I believed that, whenever possi-
ble, a veteran should own his own home,
with a yard, where he could raise his
children and, if the children wanted it,
a dog or a goat as a pet, rather than rent-
ing a home or living in a Government-
constructed barracks or makeshift, in-
convenient apartment or hut, I asked Mr,
Williamson if it might not, and I quote:

Bz well for the veterans to make up their:
minds, through their organizations, on what:

they want, what would be fair, and have
Congress then give it to them, if it is possi-
ble, and end these veterans’ preferences and
priorities and special privileges?

Every Congressman knows that veter-
ans, to whom we endeavored through
legislation to give priorities and special
privileges, are unable to obtain what they
want, either because of red tape or the
inefiiciency of those administering sur-
plus property or because there is no sur-
plus available. .

Many of us know that the so-called
priorities, preferences, and special privi-
leges presumably granted to veterans are
but a delusion, holding out to veterans a
hope of something which they cannof
get. i

Upcn the desk of every Congressman
there are no doubt many letters from vet-
erans, disappointed, disillusioned, when
their attempts to obtain an indicated
article noted in the press as surplus met
with failure. .

To my inquiry as to whether the vet-
eran should not ask for what he wants,
for what would be fair, and then have
Congress give it to him, if that was
possible, Mr. Williamson, the representa-
tive of the VF'W, expressed the opinion
that—

“The problem of rehabilitation of 12,000,000
people” could not be solved that way.

I then made the statement that—

Just like everybody else, and the fact that
that fellow is a veteran has not changed his
characteristics. They try to think he has
changed, but he is just the same old Ameri-
can he was before he went in; and if he
was selfish and greedy before he went in,
he still continues that way, that is, the
‘chances are that he.does,

And again suggested that we give to
the veteran what he thinks he is en-

titled to, all at once and without delay,
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Mr. Williamson said:

It would be Utopia, especially if we could

do the same thing for labor.

From the foregoing and from the offi-
cial transcript of the stenographer who

was present at the hearing—and the

printed testimony will be reported out
by the committee—you will note that
at no time did a representative of any
veterans’ organization get and I quote,
“g verbal slap in the face” from me.

By no distortion of what I said can it
be even inferred that I charged that any
individual veteran or that veterans as a
class were either—and I quote—"selfish”
or “greedy.” :

I merely voiced the thought, of which
we are all cognizant, that membership in
any organization, unless it be a religious
organization, does not change the fun-
damental characteristics of the indi-
vidual.

Mr. Williamson yesterday morning
assured me over the phone that nothing
that was said by me was by him so con-
strued. As I was about to come upon
the floor yesterday I was handed a letter,
which reads as follows:

VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS,
OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, D. C., March 25, 1946.
Hon. CLare E. HOFFMAN,
House Office Building,
- : Washington, D. C.

My Dear Mr. HoFFMan: As assistant na-
tional legislative representative of the Vet-
erans of Foreign Wars I have noted with con-
cern the wunjustified criticism directed
against you as a result of certain statements
made by you during my testimony before the
House Committee on Expenditures in the
Executive Departments on March 12, 1946, on
amendments to the Surplus Property Act.

The impression that I gained during the
hearing, and the impression I have now from
rereading the transcript is that you were
criticizing certain unreasonable demands
made by veterans, mostly individuals, that
threatened the entire veterans' legislative
program. The Veterans of Foreign Wars has
always belleved that unbridled legislative
patchwork in the form of veterans' benefits
would. In the end, be detrimental to ocur ef-
forts to obtain a comprehensive rehabilita-
tion program through studied and planned
legislative objectives.

The objections to your statement appear
to be premised on the belief that every de-
mand made by a veteran is reasonable per se.
The Veterans of Foreign Wars in seeking an
effective economic and social rehabilitation
for 12,000,000 veterans cannot do justice to
these and at the same time accept the false
premise referred to above.

Sincerely yours, :
JorNn C. WILLIAMSON,
Assistant Legisiative Representative.

Personally, I do not care whether the
Members give attention to these remarks
or not. If the Members of the House
choose to let men who are notoriously
untruthful eall into gquestion their
patriotism, their loyalty, their compe-
tency, their integrity, and the integrity
of the House there is nothing I can do
to prevent it. I realize quite well that
any time any Member of this House dares
to comment adversely on the floor of
the House or elsewhere upon some of the
utterances which are designed, or if not
designed, inevitably have the effect of
destroying the confidence of the people
in their own Congress, some of these
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peddlers of falsehood will attack him.
I realize that the making of these re-
marks here today will eall forth from
other radio commentators condemnation
of and false statements about me.
Nevertheless, the statement will be
made.

By enacting legislation such as the
GI bill, designed to give certain priorities
or privileges to veterans, we must, as has
been suggested, be careful that we open
the door to a real priority, close it against
those who would slip in either through
the open door, through the keyhole or
through the crack under the dcor and.
take from the veterans that which we in-
tended they should have. =

In a prepared statement Mr. William- .
son said:

Does the Congress wish to give the veterans
a priority that will actually result in the vet-
erans getting their hands on something? If
50, it must be an actual effective priority and
not one that plays a mere lip service to
priority. * *

Again, to create an effective priority it must
be one in the exercisa of which the veteran
does not have to compete with all the hot
money floating around waiting to grab on to
something good. The Federal Government
should set its own price ceilings on all goods,
including surpius housing. Then the idea
of veterans' preference will be a reality.

The national problem of the veterans' ac-
quisition cf surplus housing has bsen drama--
tized as a local problem, to some extent, by
the efforts of a group of veterans to acquire
the McLean Gardens and other housing de-
velopments in the District of Columbia for a
cooperative housing plan.

Then referring to H, R. 5702 which was
under consideration by the committee,
Mr. Williamson, after urging favorable
consideration said, and I quote:

On March 8 certain objections were made
to the bill by members of the committee,

which the Veterans of Foreign Wars think are
well founded.

No Member of the House can be suc-
cessfully charged with opposing legisla-
tion classed as veterans' legislation
merely because he does not vote for nor
support all of the provisions of every bill
labeled veterans’ legislation.

It is matter of common knowledge that
many a bill purporting to be introduced

_in the interest of veterans will not be-

come law. It is matter of common
knowledge that sometimes those who
would exploit veterans at the expense of
the Government, introduce adroitly and
cunningly drawn bills which in reality
some individuals expect to use for their
own personal benefit. That opposition to
some bill labeled vetsrans’ legislation is
not a yardstick by which to measure a
Congressman’s desire to aid veterans is
made evidert by the testimony of Mr,
Williamson. His attention being called
to the fact that Congressmen were some-
times unjustly charged with being op-
posed to veterans’ legislation by some
individual, among other things Mr. Wil-
liamson said:

Mr. WiLLiamsoN., We receive many letters
from various cities and districts asking how
gome Congressman votes on veterans' legis-
lation. We always tell them this; it is a stock
answer to these questions. That is, “For the
last 10 years no veterans' legisiation hszs
passed the Congress by a roll-call vote."”
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That is the answer. We will have to get the
information from another source. On the
housing bill, Drew Pearson came out and
said: “The following members are VAV”
(voting against veterans). If the Veterans
of Forelgn Wars wanted to label Congress-
men as voting against veterans' benefits it
would demand a better criterion than the
housing bill. Nobody can convince me that
Mr. Worcorr, whom I happen to know, and
who is a former Congressman of mine, and
a former State commander of the Veterans
of Foreign Wars——

Mr. HoFFMAN. And a veteran,

Mr. WiLrtamson. Could be labeled as vot-
ing against veterans' benefits. Nobody can
convinee me that the chairman of this com-
mittee could have that label applied to him,
or anybody else. It would have to be a much
better criterion than the housing bill. In
fact, it would have to be a clear-cut veterans'
benefit, and it would have to pass or be
killed by a roll-call vote. )

Permit me to again make the state-
ment, no worth-while bill drawn to ex-
tend aid to veterans under proper restric-
tions and safeguards will be opposed by
any Member of this House. Hence, unless
he relies upon the gullibility of members
of the public or upon the impossibility of
Congressmen reaching the ear of all those
who listen to his falsehoods or unless he
believes with Hitler that a lie repeated
often enough may be accepted as the
truth, it is futile for Mr. Winchell to
charge any Member of Congress with be-
ing opposed to the interest of the vet-
erans,

THE REAL ISSUE

The attack made by Walter Winchell
upon me as a Member of Congress is of
little importance, but the implications
growing out of it and the certainty that
similar false charges will be made against
many other Members of Congress justify
the use of the time which has been
taken—justifies calling attention to the
source through which those charges are
given to the public.

The Federal Communications Commis-
sion was created by this Congress. It
has jurisdiction over communications
over the air—by radio. No one can op-
erate a broadcasting station who is not
licensed by this Federal agency. As has
been stated the agency is not only
privileged, it is its duty, to promulgate
and to enforce rules which will compel
the licensee, in this case, the ABC, to per-
mit broadcasting as, and only as, and I
quote, “public convenience, interest, or
necessity requires.” Certainly neither
the public convenience, the public in-
terest, nor public necessity requires that
Walter Winchell, the employee of Jer-
gens, over a national hook-up be per-
mitted to falsely accuse a Member of
Congress of an attack upon a representa-
tive of a veterans' organization, or of
charging veterans with being “selfish and
greedy.” There are still millions of
young men in the service, There is a law
which makes it an offense to undermine
the morale of those in the armed services.

As evidence that such is the effect of
Winchell’s remarks, I read a letter from
a serviceman:

UniTED STATES NAVAL AIR STATION,
Alameda, Calif., March 18, 1946.
Representative CLARE HOFFMAN,
‘Congressman from Michigan,
Washington, D. C.

DeAR CoNGRESSMAN: I see you believe that
veterans are still the same greedy, selfish
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persons they were before the war. What
makes you say that? Could it be that they
are complaining about not having houses
to live in, and you aere feeling uncomfort-
able about it; or that they can't find jobs
§0 they can take care of their people; or
because unions on the one hand, and busi-
ness on the other, are pitted against them;
or perhaps that they are exploding legitimate
gripes against Congress; or maybe you're
feeling uncomfortable because of the treat-
ment they are receiving in veterans' hospi-
tals; or at the way in which you're healing
the world they began to treat. I am sure
you make such statements because ycu feel
an inner pressure or fear of them. But it
is the exact reasons for your calling them
the dercgatory names you did that I am
interested in.

I believe if we put the blame for their
alleged selfishness and greed where it be-
longs, it will read: *“The blame is with
Congressman Crare HoFFMaN, not with vet-
erans.” Open your eyes, man, you've been
blind to America fust about long encugh.

Respectfully,
ArmiN H. Beck,

Sle, Chaplain’s Office, NAS, Alameda, Calif.

“The Chaplain’s Office”—There is a
commandment which says something
about bearing ialse witness. I have not
written the gentleman. I do not know
whether I shall, but if I do I think I shall
get from our good chaplain who sits
here before me the appropriate verse
and chapter to which to refer the gentle-
man who wroie me.

When a Federal agency permits its
licensee to make false accusations against
members of a coordinate body cf the
Government and to broadcast those
statements, not only to the relatives of
men in the service but to those themselves
in the service, the logical, yes, the inevita-
ble, result of such false charges is to in-
juriously affect the morale of those in the
service.

Mr. Winchell in the past has had a
great deal to say about sedition and se-
ditious utterances. It-would be well for
him and for his sponsors and for the
officials of the American Broadcasting
Co. to analyze some of his state-
ments and to consider the question of
whether they are not violating a Federal
law, as to whether the license of the
AEC should not be revoked.

Permit me again to refer to Winchell’s
statement, “How about the voters going
after those other saboteurs who landed
in Congress?”

That statement was a direct charge
that saboteurs had been elected to and
were serving in Congress. Can anyone
in this House successfully contend that
conveying to men who were then fight-
ing on the battle front the information

- that in the Halls of Congress there were

saboteurs, enemies of our counfry, did
not have a discouraging effect upon those
young men? Was it not enough for them
to know that facing them there was an
enemy seeking to kill them?

Does public interest require they be
falsely, untruthfully advised that in the
rear of their battle line, that in the Halls
of Congress here at home, in the Con-
gress upon which they depended for the
appropriations necessary to produce the
munitions of war, there were enemies of
their country?

Winchell, when he made that false
and wicked statement, contributed noth-
ing to the morale of the men in the sery=-
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ice. He contributed not at all to the
efforts of those here at home to aid in
the prosecution of the war. His state-
ment that there were saboteurs in Con-
gress, the inference that the friends of
Hitler were serving in the Halls of Con-
gress, must have brought satisfaction to
Hitler and his advisers.

Walter Winchell, broadcasting over the
national hook-up with the consent of
the American Broadcasting Co., made
that statement. He is at it again and the
Congress should take some action to
force the Federal Communications Com-
mission to revoke the license of the
American Broadcasting Co.

The court has held that—Trinity
Methodist Church, South, v. Federal
Radio Commission (62 Fed. Rept. (2d)
850)—and I quote:

If it be considered that one in possession
of a permit to broadcast in interstate com-
merce may, without let or hindrance from
any source, use these facilities, reaching out,
as they do, from one corner of the country
to the other, to * * * inspire political
distrust and civil discord * * * then this
great science, instead of a boon, will become
a scourge, and the Nation a theater for the
display of individual passions and the col-
lision of persona! interest * * ¢ appel-
lant * * * may not, as we think, demand,
of right, the continued use of an instru-
mentality of commerce for such purposes.

Members of the House not so at the
moment assailed may sit complacently
in their seats. They may even be irked
when a member falsely accused of words
and acts which reflect upon him in his
representative capacity claims personal
privilege and calls the attention of the
House to what is happening. Members
may walk out of the Chamber, think the
discussion to b2 of no importance to
them, but mark this well, this state-
ment, the day will come as it has before
when members ignoring assaults like the
ones today referred to will themseives,
however innocent, be attacked. Well do I
recall the occasion when a few years ago
New Republic made a vicious and false
charge reflecting upon my patriotism.
Certain Members of the House went so
far as to suggest that perhaps by what I
had said against some of these publica-
tions, some of these radio commentators,
I had provoked the charges.

Unfortunately for their viewpoint just
a few weeks later the then minority
leader was charged by the same publica-
tion with being the worst and the most
dangerous of the group of Congressmen
which it was opposing.

On another occasion the author of a
book which was widely advertised by
Walter Winchell listed among those
whom he sought to brand as seditious
a Member of this House of unquestioned
ability, integrity, and patriotism who had
in a most remarkable speech showing
great research and logical reasoning,
made the argument that our Govern-
ment, was a representative Republic, not
a democracy.

Many other instances of unjustifiable
attacks upon Members of Congress might
be cited. It all fits into the pattern, a
pattern which shows that there is a con=
certed effort to destroy the power of Con-
gress by abuse, by attributing unworthy
motives to the members of this body.
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Permit me to call your attention to
another broadcast made on the 17th day
of March by one Quentin Reynolds,
whose sponsor is Pepsi-Cola. He was dis-
cussing the housing hill. Let me quote:

After Wyatt had drawn up this program
and the President had approved it a hundred
percent, it had to go to Congress in the form
of a bill. No one thought there'd be any
opposition to it. How could there be? This
wasn’t a political question. It was a sound,
decent, honest attempt to get houses built
for veterans and to see that the veterans got
a fair shake on the price.

Congressman Parman, of Texas, introduced
the bill and men like Congressman Mixe
MonroNEY, of Oklahoma, made eloquent
plees that it be passed. Now the wolves
moved in. Two powerful lobbles with plenty
of money and plenty of influence went to
work on Congress. Let's name them. They
were the Producers Council, a group of build-
ing-materials manufacturers, and the Na-
tional Association of Real Estate Boards.
They wanted business as usual, plus more
profit. They wanted housing left alone.
This was their baby and they wanted no one
else to touch it. This was the time for a
kill‘ng. Big demand—small supply. That's
when the speculators get rich. They don't
care about the displaced persons of America,
They put plenty of heat on individual Con-
gressmen. They bombarded them with tele-
grams and letters—I've seen the telegrams
and letters—and Congress listened.

A lot of Congressmen made speeches about
our brave boys who won the war for us and
then they began to murder the Patman bill,
They wouldn’t give the veterans homes, but
they'd give the veterans plenty of speeches.
I listened to some of th#se speeches. It was
pretty sickening. No one came up with any
honest, constructive criticism of the bill,
Con~ressman RANKIN, of Mississippl, moved
that the entire bill be killed. Well, that was
in character all right. Congresswoman JEs-
sie SuMNER, of Illinols shouted, “The build-
ing industry is up in arms against this com-
munistic bill,” Congressman- Howarp W.
BarrrH, of Virginia. a large real-estate holder,
szid, "I wouldn't build a single house under
thls bill.”

Smiling, complacent men sat in the visi-
tors' gellery. These were the2 lobbyists and
they knew now that they had done their
worl well, Congressmen of both parties got
up to throw knives into the bill. In vain
men like Mike MonroONEY argued for the
veterans. It did no good. The lobbyists
wanted price ceilings lifted altogether. They
wanted to cut a melon; they wanted the good
old days back—the good old days when they
could get rich quick, overnight, if you didn't
have a conscience—the good old days of the
depression, when a million homes were fore-
closead.

If these commentators who are in
favor of certain legislation can jump on
and abuse me, it is quite possible they
cannot make me keep still, it is quite pos-
sible they cannot frighten me, but it is
true that their effort is made, even
though they know it has no effect on me,
for the effect it may have upon other
Members of the House.

Who is there sitting before me now
wla wants to have the lies of Walter
Winchell, of Quentin Reynolds, and the
publishers of PM, any of those organ-
izations or otfher individuals—who is
there, I ask, who is up for reelection, who
wants any of those men lying about him
over the radio?

What do they do? They throw an
additional burden upon you, make you
traval ever your distriet, make you spend
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your money to prove the falsity of those
charges.

Here is more of what Reynolds said:

But the House of Representatives refused
to listen. They cut the heart out of the bill.
By a vote of 161 to 92 they smashed the sub=
sidy proposals. Not one Republican voted
for the bill, and 33 Democrats joined the
Republicans in killing it. Where were the
liberal Republican Congressmen we've all
come to admire go much lately? They were
absent. Where were the liberal Democrats?
More than a hundred of them stayed away
when 1t came time to vote. They didn't want
to vote against th2 high-powered real-estate
and building-material lcbbies, and they
dida't want to go on record as voting against
a bill designed to aid veterans. These are
the people you and I send to Congress. We
voted them in, these miserable cowards of
both parties who didn't have the guts to
stand up and be counted. Let's remember
their names when it comes time for reelec-
tion. And let's remember the Producers
Council and the National Assceiation of Real
Estate Boards.

In the words quoted is the implied
charge that Congressmen sold their
votes on the Housing bill to a group of
lobbyists. That is a foul, wicked, false
charge and everyone having a knowledge
of the Members of this House knows that
it is just that. There is a fair inference
that it was made for the purpose of in-
timidating Members of the House, of
forcing them to vote for unsound provi-
sions of a bill.

The statement that “not one Republi-
can voted for the bill and 33 Dzmocrats
joined the Republicans in killing it” is
false. A glance at the CONGRESSIONAL
Reccrp on page 2001 shows that 359
Members voted for the passage of the
bill, 24 voted against it and 48 did not
vote. A glance at the list of those who
did not vote will show that they did not
dedge the vote, that they were unavoid-
ably absent from the floor when the vote
was taken. ;

Yet, Quentin Reynolds, Pepsi-Cola's
hired man, referred to more than 100
Members of the House in these words:

We voted them in, these miserable cowards
of boih parties who didn't have the guts to
stand up and be counted.

And for good measure he added:

Let's remember their names when it comes
time for reslection.

Well, Quentin, their names are in the
Recorp and the Members of the House
and no doubt their constituents know
that they lack neither courage nor intel-
ligence.

If Pepsi-Cola, as a drink, possesses no
more merit than does your broadcasts,
may the good Lord help it.

Another thing, Mr. Reynolds, it may
just be possible that back of the so-called
housing bill is a little group of would-be
profiteers who desire to sell to the Fed-
eral Government prefabricated houses—
pig pens, hen coops. Perhaps they want
Congress to put on them the label “homes
for veterans,” have the Government pay
for them out of the taxpayers’ borrowed
money; label them “Pepsi-Cola” and
force the veterans who deserve a real
home to live in these little coops or
pens.

Using your own reasoning, Mr. Reyn-
olds, is it not just possible that you and
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some of your sponsors are interested in
the £600,000,000 subsidy that you want
the Government to pay to the fabricators
of these huts? 1Is it not just possible
that the authors of this scheme are steal-
ing the label “veterans,” pasting it on
the bill, securing the support of the vet-
erans’ organization in the expectation
that no one will dare to expose the
scheme? That no one perhaps will dis-
cover what is back of this legislation, and
so the profiteers move in under the
veterans’ banner?

It might be well if the Congress would
cause an investigation to be made to
learn whether the proposal is to aid the
veterans or to aid would-be profiteers
who expect to sell their wares to the
Government,.

It might be well for Papsi-Cola and
the Mutual Broadcasting System to take
a look at the law governing broadcast-
ing, at some of the court decisions.

Let the sponsors and the attorneys,
of the licensee, under which you broad-
cast, read the cases of Sorenson v. Wood
(123 Nebr, 348) ; Miles v. Louis Wasmer,
Ine. (172 Wash. 466).

In the first case the court held that,
“The Federal Radio Act confers no priv-
ilege to broadcasting stations to publish
defamatory utterances.”

The United States Supreme Court re-
fused to review the decision.

In the second case the court held that
privilege ends where falsity begins and
held that the station licensee along with
the other defendants was absolutely
liable under the doctrine of defamaticn.

Perhaps fifty individual suits for defa-
mation by the Members who were not
present when the housing bill was voted
upon, against Pepsi-Cola, might cause
that company to cramp Mr. Reynolds’
style in the future.

The worth-while point in the remarks
that are here being made is that there is
in this country today perhaps not a con-
spiracy, but a concerted effort by a cer-
tain group, a certain class which having
plenty of money assails every Member
of the legislative branch of the Govern-
ment who incurs the displeasure of any
member of that group.

This is election year. The entire mem-
bership of this House, one-third of the
individuals who are serving in the other
body for the next 6 years, will be elected
in November. Is it the sense of this
House that the membership of the Con-
gress which meets on January 3, 1947,
shall be determined by the Winchells, by
the PAC, by the CIO, by the use of its
campaign fund of upward of $5,000,000?

Should not this House call upon the
Federal Communications Commission to
perform its duty and to prevent the dis-
semination of false propaganda directed
at Members of Congress, and which is
designed and the inevitable effect of
which is to inspire political distrust and
civil discord?

It is my purpose to ask the Federal
Communications Commission if there is
any reason why its licensee, the Ameri-
can Broadcasting Co., should not have
its license revoked.

In view of the fact that only recently
a jury in New York, after a full and fair
presentation of the evidence, decided
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after a very brief deliberation that one
Edward J. Noble, former Assistant Secre-
tary of Commerce in the New Deal ad-
ministration, should pay $350,000 and
costs to one who through fraud and
coercion was forced to transfer his
license, the holder of this license may
well be regarded with suspicion. An ex-
amination of the remarks from the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
WiceLesworTH], found in the CoNGRES-
stoNAL REcorp of March 13, 1946, will give
some idea of the manner in which the
transfer of this license was forced.

False attacks upon Members of Con-
gress, upon the Congress, such as those
made by Walter Winchell, false attacks
which tend to destroy the confidence of
the people, not only in their individual
Representatives but their confidence in
the Congress as a whole, nof only under-
mines the morzale of those in the armed
services, not only tends toward sedition,
but are as harmful, as dangerous to our
couniry as are the direct attacks of the
couniry’s enemies.

ELECTION TO COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND
MEANS

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Democratic caucus, I offer a
privileged resolution (H. Res. 570) and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That THoMAs J. O'BrieN, of the
State of Illinois, be, and he is hereby, elected
a member of the standing Committee of the
Houge of Representatives on Ways and Means.

The resolution was agreed to.
RESIGNATION FROM COMMITTEE

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following resignation from a com-
mittee:

Hon. SAM RAYBURN,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.

My DEarR MR. RAYBURN: I hereby tender my
resignation as a member of the Appropria-
tions Committee.

Sincerely yours,

MarcH 26, 1946.

TroMAs J. O'BRIEN,

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the resignation will be accepted.
There was no objection.

CALENDAR WEDNESDAY

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the business in
order on Calendar Wednesday of this
week be dispensed with.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

Mr. KING. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that on tomorrow, at the
conclusion of the legislative program of
the day and following any special orders
heretofore entered, I may be permitted
to address the House for 1 hour.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

Mr, SHAFER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unan’mous consent that on tomorrow,
following any special orders heretofore
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entered, I may be permitted to address
the House for 20 minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. RICHARDS asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Reccrp in two instances and include
newspaper articles in each.

Mr. HORAN asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include an article.

Mr., MERROW asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include a resolution adopted
by the National Association of Teachers
of Sigging at its Detroit meeting.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the REcorp and include corre-
spondence with the Secretary of War
and the Chief of Staff.

Mr. DOYLE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp in two instances; to include in
one the charter and constitution of War
Pilots of World War II, and in the other
a short editorial.

CASTE SYSTEM AND MILITARY COURTS

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp briefly
at this point.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from South
Dakota?

There was no objection.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
Speaker, a study of military courts by
a friend who was in the Judge Advo-
cate General's Department offers strik-
ing evidence to support the action an-
nounced this morning by the Secretary
of War, Robert P. Patterson, in creating
a special board of nine prominent ci-
v:lian judges to review the Army's court-
martial procedure.

This study revealed that in over 9,200
special and summary court cases only
391 men or 4.2 percent were found not
guilty. This is far below a civilian court
average. But that is only part of the
story.

In general courts, which are the only
ones that can try officers, the percentage
of acquittals was 15.4 percent for officers
as against 7.5 percent for enlisted men.

These figures alone justify the action
which Secretary Patterson, himself a
judge in civil life, has taken. His cre-
ation of this board to examine the
Army’s court system, and the action
taken in conjunction with Chief of Staff
Dwight D. Eisenhower, the other day, in
creating a board to investigate the so-
called caste system, are decidedly con-
structive and in the best interests of the
Nation.

I commend these steps wholeheartedly,
Mr. Speaker, and ask that I may place
in the REecorp, in separate insertions,
correspondence with the Secretary and

" the Chief of Staff on these matters.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. VOORHIS of California, Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad-
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dress the House for 1 minute and to
revise and exfend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

[Mr. Voorels of California addressed
the House. His remarks appear in the
Appendix.] -

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ala-
bama?

There was no objection.

PAN-AMERICAN DAY

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, Pan-
American Day occurs this year on Sun-
day. Consequently I introduccd a reso-
Iution which the House passed, setting
aside Monday, April 15, exclusively, for
the celebration of Pan-American Day.
In behalf of the Pan-American Subcom-
mittee of the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs I wish not only to extend a cordial
invitation to all Members of the House
to be present at that time, but to also
indulge the hope that as many of you as
can conveniently do so will attend. May
I add that we shall be happy to have you
indulge in any appropriate remarks you
might wish to make.

VETERANS' HOUSING

Mr. LUDLOW, from the Committee on
Appropriations, reported the joint reso-
lustion (H. J. Res. 328) making an addi-
tional appropriation for veterans' hous-
ing and related expenses (Rept. No. 1816),
which was read a first and second time,
and, with the accompanying papers, re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union and
ordered to be printed.

Mr., TABER reserved all points of or-
der on the joint resolution.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I move that the House resolve itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the joint resolution (H, J.
Res. 328) making an additional appro-
priation for veterans’ housing and re-
Jated expenses; and pending that mo-
tion, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that general debate be confined to
the joint resolution and extend not to
exceed 1 hour, the time o be equally di-
vided and controlled by the gentleman
from New York [Mr. TAper] and myself.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman from
Missouri.

The motion was agreed to. -

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of House Joint Resolution 328,
with Mr. Manasco in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the joint resolution was dispensed
with.
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Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, the proposition before us involves
perhaps the most urgent question in
domestic economy, before the country to-
day—the question of finding housing for
veterans. In every community veterans
are reporting in great numbers from
service abroad after years of strenuous
action, returning to their families ex-
pecting to establish homes and finding
no available housing.

O’hers, availing themselves of the GI
bill, are enrolling or are seeking to enroll
at institutions of learning throughout
the country, too often to find no living
accommodations and are thus prevented
from attending school or attending
schools for which they have a preference.

The situation is in a measure critical.
It is an emergency condition and calls for
expeditious action. Bzcause of the im-
mediate and pressing need for early re-
lief we are constrained to resort to tem-
porary expedients; to make available out
of existing surplus housing of or. kind or
anothsr reasonably livable and suffi-
ciently durable units at points of great-
est need until the great existing paucity
of housing may be more appropriately
and adequately met.

This is a stopgap measure; nothing .

more and nothing less. Legislation is
now being processed looking to a more
abundant supply of housing—housing of
standard design and construction. The
House passed such legislation on March
7, 1946. In it the Congress declares
“that an emergency exists wherein there
are insufficient facilities for housing
large segments of the population, that
large numpbers of veterans of the armed
forces are returning to civilian life in
need of housing accommodations which
are not available, and that it is necessary
for the health and safety of the people
that all facilities of the United States
Government be made available and co-
ordinated to obtain a maxXimum amount
of housing.”

This temporary and emergency pro-
gram we are considering today, calling
for an additional appropriation of $253,-
727,000, is the second increment of a
program which got under way the first of
this year, pursuant to an appropriation
of $191,900,000, for the conversion and
relocation, as emergency shelter for
veterans, of publicly owned temporary
structures such as military barracks,
dormitories, and temporary war hous-
ing, and which contemplated the pro-
vision of 100,000 units. Under this meas-
ure, 102,350 additional units will be pro-
vided, and, like the former appropria-
tion, will be used in the reconversion of
existing units found in the camps and
in the great industrial centers where
temporary housing or demountable
dwellings were constructed or were
brought in to meet the emergency con-
ditions in the manufacturing areas.
These funds are used for moving this
housing, putting it into condition to be
reconstructed, and reerecting it at points
where it will be of use in providing for
veterans at educational centers where
large numbers of former servicemen are
taking courses under the GI bill or are
secking to take courses, and for veterans
and their families and the distressed
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families of servicemen in areas where
an acute housing shortage exists.

The joint resolution, as I have stated,
provides for the appropriation of $253,-
727,000, and, with that which has previ-
ously been provided, it will supply an
estimated 202,350 units. Of course, that
number is wholly inadequate. We al-
ready have on file applications for 382,-
988 units for veterans, but the 202,350
units will about exhaust the available
facilities that may be utilized in this
way, because much of the war housing,
particularly in industrial areas, is now

being occupied by veterans, servicemen, -

and their families, and with this amount

of 'money we will practically exhaust

salvage materials and complete this
phase of the housing program.

Probably I should add that a pgrtion
of the new appropriation—the amount
of $4 852,000—is for administrative ex-
penses in connection with the temporary
program and for laying the ground work
for the larger program in the way of
pernianent housing, which lies ahead.
In other words, the ITousing Expediter,
and ager.cies of the Government who will
be responsible to him for the accom-
plishment of the larger program, will be
enabled to undertake that program and
prosecute it more rapidly when the legis-
lation, now awaiting passage by the Szn-
ate, shall have become law.

Another point I wish to make is that
the.committee proposes to require prog-
ress reports every 60 days of accomplish-
ments under this second increment. of
the temporary-housing program. The
need is most pressing and the committee
is determined to see that it is met just
as quickly as may be practicable.

Our only apology for this bill is that
it will not make adequate provision for
all veterans and for the families of-all
servicemen who are in need of housing—
that it is but a stop-gap measure. Un-
der existing conditions as regards the
availability of materials, however, our
information is that it represents the
maximum effort that can be made at
this time in the way of temporary fa-
cilities or in the way of facilities that
can be provided with the requisite ex-
pedition. However, it appears that re-
lief in the way of permanent housing
should soon be authorized and I am cer-
tain the committee may be depended
upon to implement promptly such au-
thorization with adequate appropria-
tions.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, there are a great many
features about this resolution that do
not appeal to me. .I feel I should call
your attention to the situation which is
presented here. Frankly, at the present
time, in the months of January and
February there were contracts let for
construction totaling $744,000,000, or an
average of $372,000,000 a month. Of
those contracts, $102,000,000 in Febru-
ary—I do not have the January figure al-
though it was about the same—were for
housing units. What is the picture?
That means of the construction contracts
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that were let 28 percent only were hous-
ing units. In other words, we ars pro-
viding so much money for contracts for
large buildings, and I do not mean apart-
ment houses, that the construction in-
dustry is not able to proceed as rapidly as
they should. We are providing so much
money for a tremendous number of other
projects, including those under the Chief
of Engineer’s office, that it is delaying
and hindering the housing projects.
There is one feature of this program that
involves $248,000,000 which relates to the
conversion of war housing which was
used for housing factory employees and
those who are empyloyed around ruiiitary
installations. It provides for changing
that sort of housing, together with a lot
of Army and Navy b.rracks, into resi-
dential quarters. I do not particularly
object to it, although I doubt very much
if it is a substantial contribution to the
housing problem. Another feature in-
volved represents a very bad situation.
It involves nearly 5,000 people on the Fed-
eral pay roll under the Civilian Produc-
tion Administration, and this new hous-
ing agency.runs nearly to $5,000,000. I
do not believe, from the picture I have at
hand, that those people will do anything
except hinder and impede the production
of houses.

The more regulations you have, the
more foolish things the Government
does, the less houses you are going to
have. These people, regardless of what
the outfit may tell you, unless they
operate altogether differently from any
agency of Government I have seen in the
last 10 years, will actually impede the
construction of houses.

I am not going into quite as much de-
tail about it as I hope the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. DIrkSEN] will when he
follows me, but the housing picture is
about like this: In the month of Febru-
ary 1929 there were let $129,000,000
worth of housing construction contracts.
Our month of February just past pro-
duced $102,000,000. The $102,000,000 was
the largest figure since 1923. There were
a little over 500,000 houses altogether
built in 1929. Housing at the present
time is in this picture: On the 22d of
March, the last date available, there
were filed with the housing authorities
applications to construct nearly 8,000
housing units. How many does that
mean in a year on the basis of a 5-day
week? Forty thousand per week, or a
little more than 2,000,000 a year. It is
evident, without any regard to this public
construction which is covered by the
$248,000,000, that private industry in this
country is moving ahead with the con-
struction of houses at a much greater
rate than even the proponents of the
Patman bill aimed at when that bill was
on the floor 2 or 3 weeks ago,

The thing that Congress must watch
out for is to see that we do not put too
many obstacles in the way of housing
construction, and do not provide too
much funds for other construction proj-
ects which will take the labor which is
needed for housing construction away
from that purpose. What I am afraid of
with this nearly $5,000,000 for additional
employees to clog up the works, is that
those people will mess up the sifuation,



1946

and they will impede and interfere with
the construction of housing,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York [Mr. TaBEr]
has expired.

Mr. TABER, Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself two additional minutes,

I do not suppose it is worth while to
more than call attention to this, I will
say to this outfit, however, that the min-
ute I begin to hear of their impeding the
construction of housing—that is just
what they will do if they run true to form
with the rest of these outfits—I intend
to begin to blast them of: the floor of this
House, and I hope I will not be the only
one to do so.

Frankly, I have tried to give you a
picture of just what the facts are, and I

, hope with that picture it will be a warn-

ing to this outfit not to interfere with the
normal processes of the trade which will
build the houses unless the Housing
Agency interferes with it; and I hope
that if these people go on the pay roll—
it is absolutely unnecessary—if these
people go on the pay roll that they will
not be permitted to run around and in-
terfere with the legitimate production of
houses.

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TABER. 1 yield.

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. They are
already interfering, because there is a
shortage of lumber, and these synthetic
houses that are being built—some of
them are being put up in Chicago and
they are no good—the lumber and ma-
terials are diverted to them instead of
being used in legitimate housing.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. DIrgseN].

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, there
appears to be no real opposition to this
bill, but there are a few observations I
wish to make mainly for the record.

There is a notion, of course, that in
other years we have not built a great
many houses in this country. I believe
perhaps your attention ought to be
directed to the figures carried in the
hearings, which indicate that public and
private dwelling units back in 1925
ageregated 937,000; in 1926 it was
849,000; in 1927 it was 810,000. Then
when the so-called economic dislocation
came with all its fury in 1933 we dropped
actually to the construction of 93,000
public and private dwelling units, but it
was on the upgrade from that point, and
as late as 1941 we constructed 715,000
private and public dwelling units. From
that point it was on the downgrade due
to the war. The figures given to us by
the Bureau of Labor Statistics indicate
that for last year, 1945, the total number
of units constructed in the country was
245,000.

I allude to these figures for one pur-
pose only and that is that from the
period in 1925 or even 1940 or 1941 we
did not have so very far to go in order
to achieve the goal that has been set by
Mr. Wyatt.

Another thing I wish to allude to is
the rather careless expressions that have
taken place on the floor and elsewhere
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with respect to the activities of a very
dreadful alleged octopus known as the
housing lobby, the real estate lobby, the
lumber lobby, the building lobby. I find
very considerable comfort in the fact
that when Mr. Wyatt came before the
deficiency committee—and he proved to
be a very genial and a very able wit-
ness—he indicated to us that he was
going to select some men of experience;
and so he did. You will find reported
on page 578 of the hearings this state-
ment by Mr. Wyatt:

I have secured the employment of a person
to come with me last Thursday. I made
some reference to him this morning. He has
been for 2 years, I think in 1938 and 1939
if I recall the years, president of the na-
tional lumber organization.

It so happens that the gentleman to
whom he referred is Mr. Don Campbell,
of Lebanon, Ky., who in 1938 and 1939
was president of the National Associa-
tion of Retail Lumber Dealers. Evi-
dently in his time he was one of those
alleged dreaded lobbyists. I understand
that Mr. Campbell is an expert in the
Ilumber field and knows the building
business. I commend Mr. Wyait for
his selection, because here is a man who
has knowledge, experience, and back-
ground in that fleld. Obviously that is
the kind of man you have got to have if
this program is to go forward with that
degree of success that we anticipate in
meeting the housing needs that are re-
portedly so acute at the present time.

Mr. Chairman, there is one thing that
has heen forgotten about this housing
matter. There is far more activity in
housing than is commonly appreciated.
Housing applications are being filed ev-
ery day and they are being filed in great
quantities. I went to the trouble this
morning to call up a very lovely, a very
gracious and able person, Miss Shirley
Hart, who is head of the Research and
Statistical Bureau of the Federal Hous-
ing Administration, and I want to give
you these authentic figures I received
from her by way of confirmation:

From the 15th of January to March
26, 1946, a period of approximately 10
weeks, 287,650 applications have heen
filed to build houses everywhere in the
country. Of that number, 200,191 have
already been approved. The interesting
thing about the approvals is that a little
more than 55 percent were for houses
below the price of $7,500 or for houses
{:hat are to rent for $60 per month or
ess.

Mr. Chairman, that is not a guess.
That is not an idle and unsupported
statement. That is not a mere conjec-
ture from some irresponsible source.
This is the head of the Research and
Statistical Section of the Federal Hous-
ing Administration talking, indicating
that if the figure for the last 10 weeks
is projected over the year 1946, there will
probably be one and a half million appli-
cations filed for housing, and, onr the
basis of present proportions, more than
55 percent will be for houses costing less
than $7,500. The biggest day that the
Federal Housing Administration had was
the 22d of March—only a few days ago—
when 7,974 people, whether they be
builders or carpenters, whether they be
veterans or nonveterans, filed applica-
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tions in a space of 1 day for HH permits
to build houses. ’

There is the answer, in my judgment,
to this so-called housing problem. The
Federal Housing Administration, which
is a component part, a constituent agen-
¢y, in the National Housing Administra-
tion, has figures gathered from its vari-
ous offices everywhere in the country to
indicate that people are filing their ap-
plications, and only one thing is needed.
That is the thing that was so thoroughly
emphasized on this floor for an entire
week when the Patman bill was before
us for consideration. That is, mate-
rials for the houses, and in proportion
as the bottlenecks are removed and there
develops a free flow of soil pipe, clay tile,
sewer pipes, lumber, hardware—all those
requisites of housing—so this matter is
going to be solved. '

As we get to the program that is now
before us, the thing that distresses me
some about it—but I shall go along with
you—is the high cost of reconversion of
some of the barracks and other struc-
tures we have in the country, and some
of the other federally owned structures
which will be reduced, transformed, and
converted into housing units. This is
not guesswork. This is an itemizad
statement from the Federal Housing Au-
thority appearing on page 551 of the
hearings.

First, with respect to cutting up mili-
tary barracks, panelizing them, trans-
forming, improving the site, then recon-
structing them so that they will be useful
for dwelling purposes, the estimated cost
is as follows:

First, to demount a portion of the bar-
racks for housing units, $215; to trans-
port that unit to its appropriate site,
$120; to reerect and alter, $1.990; site
improvements, $175; total $2,500.

So, by way of illustration, Mr. BLACK-
NEY, if they come up to Battle Creek,
Mich., and begin to saw up those frame
buildings at Camp Custer, where I was
in camp away back in 1918, panelize
them, haul them down to Kalamazoo,
Ypsilanti, Detroit, or some other place in
the great State of Michigan, it will cost
$2,500, and then you will have a housing
unit that consists mainly of old and
weather-beaten lumber. The question
is, How long is it going to last? We are,
therefore, pledging ourselves, after this
bill passes, to the expenditure of another
$253,000,000, in round numbers, for 100,-
000 emergency temporary housing units.
So let us look at it realistically and say it
is a stopgap program and that it will not
be a substitute for what we must do in the
housing field. But let us not be deluded
about it. The figures from the Federal
Housing Administration itself show only
too eloquently the fact that they are filing
applications now at the rate of 7,000 or
more g day, nearly 8,000 in 1 day, and
in proportion as they do that, which we
emphasized here day in and day out re-
cently, namely, the breaking of the bot-
tlenecks on material, that housing pro-
gram will finally solve itself.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Illinois has expired.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman two additional minutes.

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. Mr, Speak=
er, will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Illinois.

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. It seems to
me it would be possible to save all this
sum of money if we were just a little
more realistic and consider the fact that
the same materials, allocated for the
purpose of remodeling old houses for vet-
erans, would give them permanent
apartments; the kind of houses they
would really like to live in permanently.

Mr. DIRKSEN, There is some force
and some merit in that suggestion. I
can say, I think, for the members of the
committee, that we have not been too
happy about this matter when all the
testimony was presented, but we were
not insensible to the experience we had
some months ago when we brought a de-
ficiency bill to this floor. The House
worked its will on that day, and it prob-
ably was not in accord with what the
deficiency committee thought after lis-
tening to all of the capable testimony.
In fairness to the officials of the National
Housing Agency, the Federal Public
Housing Authority and others, it should
be said that they, too, are not too happy
about this emergency program, but they
recognize the pressure for any kind of
housing today and are willing to proceed
with it if it is the -will of Congress.

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. There is no
criticism of the gentleman because the
House passed it almost unanimously.
That was the gentleman’s duty, but I
was just pointing out what I consider a
very poor way to go at if.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I conclude with this
observation. I was very much impressed
with Mr. Wyatt. He appeared nearly an
entire day before the subcommittee. He
is very energetic, and I wish him well in
this tremendous endeayor.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from California [Mr, VoorHIS].

Mr. VOORHIS of cCalifornia. Mr.
Chairman, I, of course, am going to sup-
port this appropriation bill. I have two
main reasons. In the first place, if you
talk to some of the men coming back
from this war you will find that there
is one thing that they thought about and
hoped for more than any other one thing,
and that was the home they would have
when they got back. It has been noth-
ing less than tragic that in case after
case after case throughout the country
veterans have not been able to find that
home. In my opinion the most forth-
right and far-reaching action must be
taken to obtain them quickly, which is
why I voted for the original Patman
housing bill and for incentive payments
to obtain increased amounts of scarce
materials as well, Now, the bill before
us represents a real effort on the part of
the Congress to provide certain housing
and to provide it quickly and provide it
certainly. It is not the kind of housing
that he will want, or the kind we want
him to get. but it has the great virtue
that it can be made available quickly and
will at least put a roof over 100,000 vet-
erans’ families.

Furthermore, it will carry out substan-
tially, I believe I am correct, one section
of Mr. Wyatt’s program which calls for,
I believe, 200,000 units of temporary
housing to be assembled for the use of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

veterans and their families. In con-
trast, Mr. Chairman, to the waste of
Army and Navy material which I am
afraid has taken place in many parts of
the world, including our own country,
this measure will put to the highest use
to which they could possibly be put some
of the surplus structures. Here we are
saying there is not going to be waste but,
on the contrary, that every structure
that can be assembled for veterans’
homes is going to be used for that pur-
pose, and used right away. . I would cer-
tainly agree with what has been said al-
ready on the floor to the effect that this
is a very small program, indeed, com-
pared to the major housing effort that
must take place, but this is going to help,
and it is going to help substantially be-
cause right now is when these homes are
needed, and here is one way in which
we can get at least some of them very,
very quickly.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. JENNINGS].

Mr. JENNINGS. Mr. Chairman, the
lack of housing facilities in this coun-
try is due to a number of causes. We
have been in a war that has absorbed a
large part of the lumber produced in this
country. The present head of OPA, and
its prior head, and the gentleman
brought here recently from Louisville,
Ky., and others in bureaucratic positions
in this city, have filled the air and the
press with abuse and libel and slander
of the Congress of the United States,
undertaking to say, and they are say-
ing every day, that the housing condi-
tion is the fault of the Congress. Then
numerous small fry, babbling, blatant
blatherskites, are following the same
course of action.

I know the lumbermen of my district,
hundreds of them. They know their
business. They are not profiteers. They
are patriotic, fine citizens. Many of
them are veterans of the First World
War. The sons of many of them have
served in this war.

As a result of what the OPA has done
and is doing and is proposing to do, as I
said the other day on the floor of this
House, that agency is the rat in the meal
tub.

I favor appropriating the $250,000,000
to carry out this program, limited as it is.
It is an emergency measure,

The houses will not necessarily be al-
together temporary. ¥You can recon-
struct residences out of the lumber and
the materials with which these war hous-
ing projects were constructed. They
can be painted and they will last for
many years. Of course, as has been sug-
gested by the gentleman who just pre-
ceded me, this is in the nature of a tem-
porary program, but it will afford shelter
to veterans and their families who today
do not have shelter. The veterans of
this country are men of sense. They
have been intensively trained and many
of them are highly educated. Thou-
sands of those who have come back have
returned to their old jobs. Other thou-
sands are enrolled in the colleges and
universities of the country where they
are surpassing other students in the
grades that they make. They are fitting
themselves for the duties of life, Their
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supreme purpose is to get back into civil-
ian life, earn a living for themselves and
families, and preserve the country they
served so well in time of war.

Mr. Chairman, the maladministration,
fumbling, stumbling, incompetency, and
bullheadedness of the Office of Price Ad-
ministration has done more and is today
doing more to make it impossible for
veterans and other citizens of this coun-
try to build houses than any other agency
or set of men in the land.

The price ceilings placed by the Office
of Price Administration on lumber have
driven thousands of small sawmills out
of business and have forced those of them
who have remained in business to sell
the lumber manufactured by them on
the Llack market. OPA has placed prices
on low-priced doors so low that manu-
facturers of such doors can no longer
make and sell them at the ceiling price
fixed by the OPA. This is caused by the
fact that the lumber from which such
doors are made and the labor to make
them costs more than the OPA selling
price of the door. As a consequence of
this senseless regulation of the OPA, a
veteran who undertakes to build a house
is compelled to pay $24 for a high-priced
door, the price of which is fixed by the
OPA. There are 10 doors in the average
house which the veterans desire to build
or buy. The doors in this house, there-
fore, cost $240, whereas if the OPA would
increase the price of a low-cost door to $5
per door the veteran could buy these
low-cost doors and save $190 in the cost
of building his home.

In an effort to fool the veterans and
other people who desire to buy or build
low-cost houses, Chester Bowles, Wilson
Wyatt, and Paul Porter have been charg-
ing that real-estate lobbyists have come
on the floor of Congress and have inter-
fered, and are now interfering, with the
construction of what these gentlemen re-
fer to as low-cost houses. Everybody
knows lobbyists cannot, and do not, come
on the floor of Congress. This charge is
not true. A great deal of tolerance is
necessary, and a violent stretching of the
imagination must be resorted to in order
to classify a house costing from $5,000 to
$8,000 as a “low-cost house.” It ill be-
comes the gentlemen who have permitted -
over $600,000,000 worth of building mate-
rial badly needed in this country for the
construction of homes to be exported to
foreign countries and who have recently
shipped to Great Britain 20,000 prefabri-
cated houses to use their official position
and public funds to throw dust in the
eyes of the people and to falsely charge
that the condition which they themselves
have brought about is chargeable to the
Congress,

Bureaucrats who are filling the air and
the press with their lobbying efforts can-
not place their hands over the mouths
of citizens whose efforts to produce build-
ing materials have been made impossible
by the arbitrary, capricious, ignorant,
and illegal practices of these bureaucrats
themselves. In this country under our
form of government the people have the
right to express their views to their rep-
resentatives in Congress in an effort to
obtain redress and, in the language of
the Constitution, “to petition the Govern-
ment for redress of grievances.,” This
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right is now being exercised by citizens
throughout the length and breadth of
thiscountry. They have heretofore ap-
pealed to the bureaucrats; the bureau-
crats have turned a deaf ear to their
petitions. They are today turning to
their elected representatives in Congress.
This they have the right to do. They
are appealing to the only officials in the
Nation’s Capital who are directly respon-
sible to them and who have it within
their power to give back to the people
of this country the freedom and oppor-
tunity to carry on the business of the
country under a government of laws
rather than the rule of bureaucrats.

D. M. Rose & Co. is the oldest manu-
facturer of lumber—special millwork,
finishing interior and exterior building
materials, and oak flooring—in the city
of Knoxvillee The men who own and
operate it are not profiteers. They are
honest, law-abiding, patriotic American
citizens. They know their business.
They are equipped and are anxious to
produce the materials without which
houses cannot be built. I am including
as a part of these remarks a letter which
I have recently received from this com-~
pany written by Mr. D. Morton Rose, its
vice president. This letter vividly, force-
fully, and truthiully demonstrates why it
is veterans and others who wish to build
houses cannot buy the lumber that goes
into the construction of a house.

D. M. RosE & Co,,
Knozxville, Tenn., March 18, 1946,
Hon. JorN JENNINGS, Jr.,
Member of Congress,
House Office Building,
Washington, D. C.
Subject: Office of Price Administration.

Sm: This is vital:

Shall we liquidate or violate.

SBhall 312 small retail dealers do business
legally; working five to ten thousand em-
ployees; doing $44,000,000 worth of business.

Bhall 2,518 small sawmills produce lumber
legally; production, 747,225,000 board-feet;
working 30,000 employees; valued at approx-
imately $37,361,250.

Something is wrong.

Realizing the tremendous responsibility
and dificult decisions that are placed upon
you, as our representative, we are now hon-
estly trying to lighten that burden, if pos-
sible, by conveying to you some of the cold
facts and conditions that now exist.

D. M. FEose & Co. is in the lumber and
building material business of 70 years' dura-
tion.

If OPA’'s controls over building material
were removed, entirely, the building public
would not pay any more for its lumber than
it does today, due to the black market OPA
has created, and which is creating inflation.

We do not want inflation. If we must have
price control, for heaven’s sake amend the
law and compel OPA to consider current
costs and a reasonable profit to average out
over the building cycle.

OPA's stiff-neck policies of stifling produe-
tion and distribution, no regard for current
costs, and thinking its planned and regi-
mented economy is stronger than the laws
of supply and demand, is a mess, for the
following reasons:

1, Stifiing of production,

2. Disregarding facts.

3. Unreasonable pl:ﬂlcie.s.

4. Procrastination, delay and delay, too
late with too little, bait-luré price increases,
* 5. Lack of enforcement.

6. Channeling distribution by price.

7. Intimidation and retaliations.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

8. Assumption of power controls and inter-
pretations never intended to be granted by
Congress in the Price Control Act.

9. The asinine absorption policy of robbing
Peter to pay Paul.

10. Profit control rather than price control.

1. Stifling of production:

It is & well-conceded fact that lumber pro-
duction is way down. A bait-lure price in-
crease granted recently to southern-pine pro-
ducers, provided they attain an impossible
production goal. This will not get the pro-
duction,

D. M. Rose & Co. has purchased all the lum-
ber it could legitimately. Its purchases from
small mills in 1941 as a 100 percent dropped
in 1945 to a measley 7.93 percent of 1£41 pur-
chases. Big-mill purchases have dropped dur-
ing the same pericd from 100 to 27 percent.
A further decline is anticipated for 1946, for
at present we are not buying from a single
small mill and darn few big ones. We at-
tribute this condition principally to OPA's
policies.

Bomething is wrong.

2, Disregarding facts: 1936 to 1939 might do
for general business conditions but the build-
ing industry lagged far behind. Regardless,
OPA used this as a basis. The year 1844 now
seems to appear, for some unknown reason, as
a profit base formula. This is another ab-
normal year as it doesnot reflect usual condi-
tions that exist in bullding material busi-
ness.

Something s wrong.

8. Unrealistic policies:

In MPR 18-A, which covers the small op-
erator, pine is pine, no regard as to quality.
There is such a wide variation in pine tim-
ber and the guality of the yield, that D. M.
Rose & Co. always bought its pine lumber
from small mills, on grade, in order to be

fa’r to itself as well as to the little millman.

MPR 18-A stopped this.

Yet, OPA allows us to buy hardwoods on
grade from small mills. Why this distinc-
tion of selling pine and oak manufactured by
the same man, on the same 1mill, same set,
and same location.

Something is wrong.

4. Procrastination, delay and delay, too late
with too little:

Delayed relief has helped to put some 10,000
small mills out of business that represented
60 percent or better of southern pine pro-
duction. In 1941 we were buying from many
small operators; today D. M. Rose & Co.
cannot find even one to do business with,
regardless of how badly we need the lumber.

Larger mills seem to be scarce also, and
apparently do not care to deplete their tim-
ber supply that cannot be replaced at OPA’s
allowable cost figures.

, We are unabile to buy or even place orders
with HH ratings, for flooring, ceiling, sheath-
ing, framing and 4/4 finish, all of which are
80 necessary to build homes.

Sanw is wrong.

6. Lack of enforcement:

Sixty percent or more of the lumber moves
on the black market at 30 to 50 percent above
ceiling prices. Up-grading 1is -common,
Green lumber sold as dry and unfit to go into
a GI's or anyone else’s home. This condi-

tion is s0 out of control it is almost impos- .
sible for OPA to enforce and it will bog down |

of its own welght like the Velstead law.
The one who is suffering is the law ablder
and the public. In our judgment, if price
control was removed, we do not believe the
public would pay any more for building ma-
terial than it does today, or at least it would

" not be long until it paid less.

We are having numerous requests from
contractors to kiln-dry and work their Ium-
ber, which is most unusual. They are get-
ting come lumber somehow and evidently not
from a dealer.

Something is wrong.

6. Channeling distribution by price:

Special price on rallroad lumber, special
price on export stock, and unbalanced prices
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has diverted regular building lumber to other
channels.

Profit control and not price control is the
prime cbjective; consequently, items that are
produced at a loss cease to be manufactured,
no matter how badly needed for GI housing.

We need 100 percent of all lumber preduc-
tion if the housing program is to succeed.
OPA says “No,” we will only allow 75 per-
cent of the industry to make profit or break

.even, before they will allow price relief, and

then they refuse to use present-day costs or
legitimate allowable replacement costs in
these figures.

It appears that If manufacturers and dis-
tributors were allowed to make a profit on
75 percent of the badly-needed home build-
Ing-material itgms we might get somewhere,

Something is wrong.

7. Retaliation and intimidation is the pre-
vailing fear of OPA. Orders are evasive, com-
plicatedly written, and construed in such a
way that no matter how diligently one en-
deavors to comply with the law he may be a
violator If OFA chooses to make him one.

If OPA is opposed too strenuously, one
may find, some fine morning, a host of
OPA’s inspectors at his door on a “fishing
expedition”™ to retaliate.

Something is wrong,

8. Assumption of power and control and
interpretations never granted mor intended
by Congress in Price Control Act:

Industry Advisory Committees are a part
of the Act: OPA calls in these committees
not to advise with them but just tell them,
as their advice and judgment, based on ex-
perience, is ignored—long-haired boys know
it all—

We have been compelled to make radical
changes in business practices and methods
of conducting our business. Items that we
are forced to produce at a loss are discon-
tinued no matter how badly needed. OPA
selects only factual data and figures suitable
for what they want to prove and disregard
others, regardless of the adverse effect it has
on production and distribution.

Something is wrong.

9. The asinine absorption roll-back policy
of robbing Peter to pay Paul:

It just won't work and will wreck the
orderly distribution of building material,
Regulation 215 arrived at by OPA for mark-
up on retail sales was established as being
equitable. Now, low and behold the in-
creases granted in 1946 to manufacturers
are required to be absorbed by the distribu-
tor in spite of the fact that regulation 215
mark-up was based on the years 1936 to 1939
with a prevailing wage scale of 25 to 30 cents
that has now gone to 55 to 60 cents. OPA
Bays we can absorb the manufacturers in-
crease and the wage increase and our own,
in spite of the fact that the base period
1936 to 1939 was below the average of the
building cycle.

OPA says our volume is Increasing so we
are able to absorb manufacturers’ increazes;
as usual, 1t is the reverse. Plenty of demand,
no material to supply that demand, conse-
quently declining volume. As the above
years averaged out for general business, OPA
is trying to make it work for the building
industry.

Dun & Bradstreet, for the year 1939, made
a national survey of the lumber and build-
ing material dealers cost of doing business,
which shows that an average mark-up on
cost of 3765 percent averaged a net profit
of 2,68 percent. It is an wundisputed fact
costs have gone up. Under OPA's absorp-
tion program on southern pine lumber one
of the big items allows only a 17 percent
mark-up for the dealer. It cannot bz done.
Where is the veteran going to get his pine
Iumber with which to build his home if he
does not get it from the dealer?

Something is wrong.

We have been a manufacturer of a highly
specialized quality oak flooring for 33 years



2634

that is not a cost-of-living item as it caters,
mostly, to a discriminating de luxe trade.

‘We applied to OPA for a special price. It
was granted, Cost data submitted was ig-
nored to such an extent that we lacked
$4.34 of paying factory cost and it would take
an addition of $12.79 to pay overhead before
prefit,

Converting to make our contribution to the
war effort, we stored our flooring equipment
in the basement and apparently it will stay
there in spite of the crying need for oak
flooring, and we might add, further, that we
are unable to purchase standard oak flooring
from other manufacturers for some good
reason.

Something wrong. somewhere.

; Yours very truly,
D. M. R%sE & Co,,
By D. MorTON ROSE,
Vice-President.

The Clerk read the joint resolution, as
follows:

Resolved, etc., That there is hereby appro-
priated, out of any money in the Treasury not
otherwise appropriated, $253,727,000, to re-
main available until expended, to enable
the National Housing Administration to
carry out the purposes of title V of the act of
October 14, 1940, as amended (42 U. 8. C,
1521), subject, however, to the enactment
of the bill (8. 1821) “to amend sectlon 502
of the act entitled '‘An act to expedite the
provision of housing in connection with na-
tional defense, and for other purposes,’ ap-
proved October 14, 1940, as amended, s0 as
to authorize - the appropriation of funds
hecessary to provide an additional one hun-
dred thousand temporary housing units for
distressed families of servicemen and for
veterans and their familles,” and to the
provisions of such bill as enacted.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr, Chair-
man, I move that the Committee do now
rise and report the joint resolution back
to the House without amendment, with
the recommendation that the joint reso-
lution do pass.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Manasco, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Commit-
tee having had under consideration the
Jjoint resolution (H. J. Res. 328), making
an additional appropriation for veterans’
housing and related expenses, had di-
rected him to report the joint resolution
back to the House with the recommenda-
tion that the joint resolution do pass.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr, Speak-
er, I move the previous question on the
Joint resolution to final passage.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the engrossment and third reading of the
Jjoint resolution.

The joint resolution was ordered to be
engrossed and read a third time and
was read the third time.

The SPEAEKER. The question is on
the passage of the joint resolution.

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. DIRKSEN) there
were—ayes 110, noes 0.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Doorkeepsr will close the docrs,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 355, nays 1, not voting 75, as

follows:

Abernethy
Adams
Allen, 111,
Allen, La.
Almond
Andersen,

H. Carl
Anderson, Calif.

Beckworth
Bell

Bender
Bennet, N. Y.
Bznnett, Mo,
Blemiller
Blackney
Bloom
Bonner
Boren
Boykin
Bradley, Mich.
Bradley, Pa.
Brehm
Brooks
Brown, Ga.
Brown, Ohio
Brumbaugh
Bryson

Buck

Buffett

Doughton, N. C.
Calif,
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[Roll No. 67]

YEAS—355
Fallon Knutson
Felghan Kopplemann
Fellows Eunkel
Fenton Landis
Flannagan Lane
Flood Lanham
Fogarty Larcade
Folger Latham
Fuller Lea
Fulton LeCompte
Gallagher LeFevre
Gamble Lemke
Gardner Lesinski
g:ry Lewis
Gavin Luce
Gearhart Ludlow
Geelan Lyle
Gerlach Lynch
Gifford . McConnell
Gillespie MecCormack
Gillette McCowen
Gillie McDonough
Gocdwin McGregor
Gordon McEenzie
Gore MecMillan, 8. C.
Gorskl MeMillen, Iil,
Gossett Madden
Graham Mahon
Granahan Maloney
Granger Manasco
Grant, Ala. Mankin
Grant, Ind, Mansfield,
Green Mont.
Griffiths Mansfield, Tex.
Gross Martin, Iowa
Gwinn, N. Y. >
Gwynne, Iowa Mathews
Hagen Merrow
Hale Michener
Hall, Miller, Calif.
Edwin Arthyr Miller, Nebr,
Hall, Mills
Leonard W. Monroney
eck Morgan
Hancock Morrison
Hand Mundt .
Hare Murphy
Harless, Arlz Murray, Tenn,
Harness, Ind Murray, Wis,
Harris Neely
Hart Norblad
Hartley Norrell .
Havenner O'Brien, I11.
Hays O'Brien, Mich.
Hébert O’Hara
Hedrick O'Konskl
Hendricks O'Neal
Henry Pace
Herter Patman
Heselton Patrick
Hess Pieifer
Hill _Philbin
Hinshaw Phillips
Hoch Pickett
Hoeven Pitte
Plumley
Holifield ange
Holmes, Wash. , Fla.
Hook Price, I11
Hope Priest
Horan Quinn, N. Y,
Huber Rabaut
Hull Rabin
Izac Ramey
Jackson Randolph
Jarman Rankin
Jenkins fiel
Jennings Reece, Tenn.
Jensen Reed, I11
Johnson, Calif. Reed, N. Y.
Johnson, Ill. Rees, Eans,
Johnson, Ind, Resa
Johnson, Rich
Luther A, Richards
Johnson, Okla. Riley
Jones Rivers
Jonkman Rizley
Judd Robertson, Va.
Kean Robinson, Utah
Kearney Robsion, Ky,
Kee Rockwell
Keefe Rodgers, Pa.
Kelly, Ill. Roe, Md
T Roe, N. Y,
Kilburn Rogers, Fla,
Kilday Rogers,
King Rogers, N. Y
Kinzer Rooney
Kirwan -

MARCH 26

Russell Btewart Voorhis, Calif.

yter Stigler Vorys, Ohio
Babath Stockman Vursell
Badowskl Sullivan Wadsworth
Schwabe, Mo. Sumners, Tex. Walter
Schwabe, Okla. Taber Weaver
Serivner Talbot Weichel
Shafer Talle Welch
Sharp Tarver West
Sheppard Taylor ‘White
Simpson, IIl.  Thom Whitten
Slaughter Thomas, N.J. Wickersham
Smith, Maine Thomas, Tex. Wigglesworth
Smith, Wis Thomason Winstead
Somers, N. Y. Tibbott Winter
Sparkman Tolan Wolcott
Spence Torrens ‘Wolverton, N. J,
Springer Towe Woodhouse
Starkey Traynor Woodruff
Stefan Trimble ‘Worley
Stevenson Vinson Zimmerman
- NAYS—1

Summer, 1.
NOT VOTING—1T5

Andrews, Ala. De Lacy Norton
Auchineloss Drewry O'Toole
Baldwin, Md. Durham Outland
Baldwin, N. ¥. Fernandez Patterson
Barden Fisher Peterson, Fla
Bishop Forand Peterson, Ga.
Bland Gibson Ploeser
Bolton Gregory Powell
Buckley Healy Rains
Bunker Heflérnan Robertson,
Burch Hobbs N. Dak.
Byrne, N. Y, Holmes, Mass, Sasscer
Cannon, Fla, Howell Savage
Carnahan Johnson, Sheridan
Celler Lyndon B. Short
Chapman Kefauver Sikes
Chiperfield Eelley, Pa. Simpson, Pa
Clason Keogh Smith, Ohio
Clements Klein Smith, Va.
Coffee LaFollette Sundstrom
Colmer McGehee ‘Wasielewskl
Cox McGlinchey Whittington
Cravens Marcantonio  Wilson
Crosser Mason Wolfenden, Pa.
Curley May Wood
Dawson Murdock

So the joint resolution was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

General pairs until further notice:

Mr. Cox with Mr. Short.
. Bland with Mr. Simpson of Pennsyl-
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Coffee with Mr. Ploeser.
Drewry with Mr. Mason.
McGlinchey with Mr. Wilson,
Cravens with Mr. Howell.
Keogh with Mr. Clason,
Hobbs with Mr. Auchincloss,
Buckley with Mr. Chiperfield.
McGehee with Mr. Bishop.
. Colmer with Mr. Holmes of Massachu-
getts.
Mr. Heffernan with Mr. Wolfenden of
Pennsylvania,
Mr. Byrne of New York with Mr, Sund-
strom.
Mr. Healy with Mr.
Dakota.
Mr. Sasscer with Mr. Smith of Ohlo.
Mr. O'Toole with Mr. Baldwin of New York.
Mr. Sheridan with Mr. LaFollette.
Mrs. Norton with Mrs. Bolton.

Miss SumneEr of Illinois changed her
vote from “yea” to “nay.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table,

The doors were opened.
GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND REMARKS

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have five legislative
days in which to extend their remarks
on the joint resolution just passed.

Robertson of North
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

SECOND DEFICIENCY APPROPRIATION
BILL, 1946

Mr. CANNON of Missouri, from the
Committee on Appropriations, reported
the bill (H. R. 5890), making appropria-
tions to supply deficiencies in certain ap-
propriations for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1946, and for prior fiscal years,
to provide supplemental appropriations
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1946,
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 1817),
which was read a first and second time,
and with the accompanying papers re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union and
ordered to be printed.

Mr. TABER reserved all points of or-
der on the bill.

INTRODUCTION OF A BILL TO REDUCE
THE DEBT LIMIT OF THE UNITED
STATES AND TO PROVIDE INDIVIDUAL
INCOME-TAX RELIEF CONDITIONED
UPON REDUCTION OF FEDERAL EX-
PENDITURES

Mr. ENUTSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Min-
nesota?

There was no objection.

Mr. ENUTSON. Mr. Speaker, I have
today introduced a bill to grant individ-
uals relief from some of their present in-
come-tax burden, effective January 1,
1547, such relief being conditioned, how-
ever, upon a reduction of at least $5,000,-
000,000 in the Federal expenditures fore-
cast in the Budget for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1947.

The tax relief takes the form of a re-
duction of 10 percent in the normal and
surtax applicable to individuals. The
estimated decrease in the aggregate
yield of individual income taxes result-
ing from this 10-percent reduction is
$1,400,000,000. This, added to the an-
ticipated deficit shown in the Budget
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947,
of $3,600,000,000, will just about offset
the $5,000,000,000 reduction in expendi-
tures upon which the tax relief proposed
to be granted is conditioned.

The bill reduces the existing limitation
on the public debt of the United States
from $300,000,000,000 to $290,000,000,000.
In addition it provides for successive
further reductions in the debt month by
month, in the amount of any net reduc-
tion in the amount outstanding during
the preceding month. Under the exist-
ing debt-limiting provision, the amount
outstanding may go up and down, sub-
ject only to the condition that it does not
exceed $300,000,000,000 outstanding at
any one time. Under the bill, not only
is the limit lowered by $10,000,000,000
but this new limit is to be automatically
decreased from time to time by any net
reduction in the debt outstanding. The
period selected for determining such a
net reduction is the calendar month.
Such a period will allow sufficient flexi-
bility in the fiscal operations of the
Treasury Department.

The 1947 Federal Budget calls for ex-
penditures of $35,100,000,000, estimated
revenues of $31,500,000,000, and an esti-
mated deficit of $3,600,000,000. My pro-
posal would reduce expenditures by
$5,000,000,000, thereby eliminating the
deficit of $3,600,000,000 and saving
$1,400,000,000 to provide the 10-percent
reduction in individual income taxes for
1947. This tax relief would become ef-
fective only if by an act of Congress ap-

_ proved prior to November 1, 1946, the

total amount of Federal expenditures—
other than $11,800,000,000 for interest on
the public debt; refunds; veterans’ pen-
sions and benefits; and social security,
relief, and retirement—for the fisecal
year ending June 30, 1947, is limited to
an amount which is at least $5,000,000,-
000 less than the total amount for such
expenditures recommended in the
Budget. In other words we recognize
cuts cannot be made on $11,800,000,000
appropriated for the items enumerated
but we do cut back $5,000,000,000 before
November 1 of this year on the balance
of $23,300,000,000 being appropriated for
other purposes for the year beginning
July 1, 19246.

The reasoning back of my proposal is
very simple. The people stagger under
too great a tax burden because we are
spending too much money on govern-
ment. We must start now—not next
year—to cut back the cost of govern-
ment. Most of us in Congress know it.
The people know it. Congress holds the
purse strings and the people know that,
too. They also know the Democratic
Party controls both branches of the
Congress and the executive branch so
there is no question where responsibility
rests.

According to the Budgef message sub-
mitted to the Congress by President
Truman, the number of civilian persons
on the Federal pay roll was to be reduced
to 2,000,000 by June 30, 1946—that is
just 90 days away. But now we are told
the Federal demobilization has come to
a standstill with the total at 2,400,000.
Last month the number of persons on
the Federal pay roll in Washington was
increased by 3,620. It is almost a year
since the shooting war stopped and
these bureaus here in Washington are
expanding instead of being cut back to
intelligent peacetime operation.

We were given to urderstand the total
on the Federal pay roll by the end of the
next fiscal year, June 30, 1947, would be
down to 1,600,000. The figure should
be under 1,000,000 but current vacil-
lating indicates even the 1,600,000 figure
will not be reached and 2 years after
the end of the war we are likely to have
more than 2,000,000 civilians working for
the Federal Government,

The only way to cut back the cost of
government is to cut back on appropri-
ations and refuse to vote deficiency bills
except for a very special emergency pur-
pose. I have tried to point up the issue
in the bill offered today and emphasize
the responsibility rests on the Demo-
cratic Party in control of the House and
Senate.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr, Speak-

er, I ask unanimous consent to extend
my remarks and include, by request, a
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statement by the legislative director of
the Amvets relative to their endorsement
of the continuation of the OPA as an
emergency measure.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Geor-
gia?

There was no objection.

Mr. MONRONEY asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and to include testimony by the
American Veterans Committee on price
control.

Mr. THOM asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks and in-
clude a statement on lumber exports.

Mr. MILLER of California asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
mearks and include a newspaper article.

Mr. WHITE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in three
instances and to include certain excerpts.

Mrs. DOUGLAS of Illinois asked and
was given permission to extend her re-
marks and include an article which ap-
peared in the Chicago Times.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
today after the disposition of business
on the Speaker’s desk and the conclusion
of special orders heretofore entered, I
may address the House for 15 minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection,

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. LARCADE asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks and
include a letter.

Mr. JENNINGS asked and was given
permission to revise and exiend the re-
marks he made in Committee of the
Whole and include a letter.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in three instances and to include
tables, editorials, and newspaper articles,

Mr. SHAFER asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks and in-
clude an article from the Wall Street
Journal.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. RIZLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that on Tuesday next,
after the disposition of business on the
Speaker’s desk and the conclusion of
special orders heretofore entered, I may
address the House for 30 minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. REED of New York asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Recorp and to include some quota-~
tions and other material.

The SPEAKER. Under previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. ANDERSON] is recognized for
20 minutes,

CANNERY WORKERS' JURISDICTIONAL
STRIKE

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, the jurisdictional cannery
workers’ dispute in California has passed
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the poinf of a national scandal and has
become a national disgrace. Approxi-
mately 100 canning and processing plants
in my State are effectively closed by a
jurisdictional dispute between the CIO
Cannery Workers’ Union and the A, F.
of L. Cannery Workers’ Union. The ef-
forts of Government agencies to effect
any sort of solution so far have accom-
plished absolutely nothing in the way of
results.

In a paper published in my district
last Thursday, March 21, the following
statement is contained referring to the
Presideni’s press conference of last
Thursday: ;

Mr. Truman told his news conference that
the situation had not been called to his per-
sonal attention. A reporter said a Member
of Congress had described the President as
believing the Governor should handle the
situation, and Mr. Truman said that was his
belief.

I cennot believe for one minute that
the President is not cognizant of this
problem in part, at least. If he is fully
aware of the seriousness of the situation
that affects approximately one-third of
the canned fruits and vegetables of the
United States, then I must charge that
he is delinquent in his duties in not step-
ping in and taking over those canneries,
placing them under Government juris-
diction and seeing that they are operated.

A brief résumé of what has led up to
the present situation might be in order.
The A, F. of L. cannery workers’ organ-
ization has had a coniract with the
California processors and growers for
approximately the past 10 years. Recent
dissension in the ranks has given the CIO
an opportunity to muscle in, and they
have been doing very well at it. As a re-
sult of the muscling in of the CIO last
year, a representation election was finally
requested of the National Labor Rela-
tions Board, and held in October under
very advcrse circumstances. Now, the
prize is a rich one. I can see why both
the CIO and the A. F. of L. are fight-
ing for representation. Approximately
60,000 cannery workers in California are
involved.

An election was held 1 week after the
Board’s order was issued here in Wash-
ington. Proper eligibility lists were not
prepared, and shortly after the election
was held the A. F. of L. filed numerous
protests with the National Labor Rela-
tions Board. A hearing was held before
the National Labor Relations Board in
Washington. As a result of that hearing
and by an order issued on February 18,
last October’s election was voided.

In order to point out to the Members
of the House how often this has been
called to the attention of the House, the
country, and the various agencies of
Government, and President Truman, I
am going to try to list in chronological
order just how many times this subject
has been mentioned.

For instance, on January 19, 1946, I
took the floor and called attention to
this situation. That appears in the Rec-
orp. Shortly after the election was
voided, on February 18, I wrote to Chair-
man Herzog of the National Labor Rela-
tions Board, requesting that the Board’s
order be amended and that the status
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quo be maintained and that the C. P. &
G. be permitted to continue its exclu-
sive contract with the A. F. of L. until
a further election was held establish-
ing representation for either the CIO or
the A. F. of L. Cannery Workers' Union.
Mr. Herzog replied to that letter of mine
and stated that under the law that was
impossible. So the order stands, and
complete confusion reigns in California,

Mr. Speaker, on February 20, I wired
the Fresident at the White House, called
his attention to the situation existing in
California, and requested that he exer-
cise his war powers if necessary.

On February 28 I received a reply from
Matthew Connelly, the Sscretary to the
President.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that I may insert at this point in the
Recorp my telegram to the President,
and the reply from the President’s sec-
retary.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

(The telegram and letter referred to
follow:)

The PRESIDENT, HARRY S. TRUMAN,
The White House:

You are undoubtedly aware of difficult sit-
uation faced by California canning industry
because of jurisdictional dispute between
CIO Cannery Workers Union and AFL Can-
nery Workers Union. Election held last Oc-
tober by NLRB to establish exclusive bar-
gaining representative for employees was
thrown ocut by NLRB decision of Monday
February 18. Present California Prccessors
and Growers contract with AFL terminates
today. I have requested NLRB to permit
California Processors and Growers to bargain
with AFL until another election is held.
NLRB advises me this impossible under pro-
visions National Labor Relations Act. If
status quo. cannot be maintained under
Presidential war powers an absolute impasse
is threatened tomorrow. Urgently request
that you invoke your full authority and
that you direct D2partment of Labor Con-
ciliation Service, Dapartment of Agriculture,
and NLRB to take such steps as are necessary
to insure continued orderly harvesting and
processing of valuable fresh fruit and vege-
table crops in California. Will you please
keep me advised of any action you take.
Regards.

Jack Z. ANDERSON,
Membéer of Congress,

THE WHITE HoUSE,
WASHINGTON, February 28, 1946.
Hon. Jack Z. ANDERSON,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.

My DEAR Mr. ANDERSON: The President has
received your telegram of today and, by his
direction, it is being referred promptly for
consideration by the appropriate officials of
the Government.

Very sincerely yours,
MatTHEW J. CONNELLY,
Secretary to the President.

Mr. ANDERSON of California. On
Monday, March 4, I again took the floor
of the House and called the attention of
the Congress to the situation that still
existed in California in spite of all the
efforts of the supposedly interested Gov-
ernment agencies.

On March 8, 1946, the California Farm
Bureau Federation wired the President.

» they wield more power?
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Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to insert the entire wire at this point.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

(The telegram referred to follows:)

MazcH 8, 1945.
Hon. Harny 8. TRUMAN,
President of the United States of America,
Washington, D. C.;

The dispute between the CIO and the A. F.
of L. in regard to Jjurisdiction over workers
in California canneries is now at an impossi-
ble impasse. There is only one issue in-
volved, and that is whether the CIO or the
A. F. of L. Is to control these workers and
obtain tribute (membership dues) from
them.

I want to emphasize that in any case
the same people are involved. Many of these
workers are now paying dues to both unions,
In the meantime, a starving world is suffer-
ing from lack of farm products, the loss of
which will increase as the season progresses,
World drought is imminent. California’s
irrigated farms can do their part to alleviate
some of the anticipated food shortage. The
California cannery jurisdictional strike is not
only destroying food already prcduced, but is
also stopping plantings of important canning
Ccrops.

The loss of a crop is equivalent to ap-
proximately 50 percent of the farmer's capi-
tal investment in land and equipment, and
in most cases prevents him from continuing
operations. We recognize the right of any
economic group to promote its own interests,
but not at the expense of the general public.

Perishable crops must be taken care of
immediately when mature. Even a day's
delay spells losses. You, as President, and
the Federal Government can stop the huge
loss facing all of us. California workers,
farmers, and consumers, are looking to you to
take immediate action. This strike is wrong.
It has no basis of fairness or equality.

Are labor unions greater than the United
States Government or its President, and do
If that is true,
Democracy is lost. - Will you, therefore, di-
rect the National Labor Relations Board to
immediately amend its order and stop this
strike, or will you take over the operations
of the canneries under your War Powers Act?

I am addressing this appeal to you on be-
half of the 40,000 farm family members in
the California Farm Bureau Federation.

Ray B. WisSER,
President, California Farm Bureau
Federation.

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I call particular attention to
the following paragraph of this wire:

Perishable crops must be taken care of im-
mediately when mature. Even a day's delay
spells losses. You, as President, and the
Federal Government can stcp the huge loss
facifg all of us. California workers, farmers, .
and consumers are looking to you to take
immediate action. This strike is wrong. It

"has no basis of fairness or equality.

I do not know whether the President
replied to this wire or not.

On March 11, 1946, the entire Cali-
fornia delegation in the House of Repre-
sentatives met and issued a statement
which was transmitted to the President,
to the Chairman of the National Labor
Relations Board, to the Secretary of La-
bor, and to the Secretary of Agriculture,
again calling attention to the situation
that exists in California as a result of
this jurisdictional dispute, and request-
ing the proper governmental agency to
take prompt and effective action.
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Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to place in the Recorp at this point in
my remarks this statement which was
released and signed by 23 Members of
the California delegation.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

(The statement referred to follows:)

(Note.—The following statement was wired
today to: Daniel J. Tobin, international presi-
dent, International Brotherhood of Team-
sters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers
of America, 222 East Michigan, Indianapolis,
Ind.; Dave Beck, international vice president,
International Brotherhood of Teamsters,
Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of
America, Teamsters’ Hall, Seattle, Wash,;
Donald Henderson, general president, Food,
Tobacco, and Agricultaral Workers Union
(C10), 150 Golden Gate Avenue, San Fran-
cisco, Calif,; and J. Paul St Bure, attorney,
Financial Center Building, Oakland, Calif.;
and copies were malled to President Truman,
the Secretary of Labor, the Secretary of Ag-
riculture, and the Chairman of the National
Labor Relations Board, Washington, D. C.)

WasHINGTON, D. C., March 11, 1946.
STATEMENT OF THE MEMBERS OF THE CALIFORNIA
DELEGATION IN CONGRESS

We transmit the following:

- To every element of labor, management,
and agriculture concerned in the production,
transportation, processing, and preserving of
foodstufls in California:

The uninterrupted and, in fact, the utmost
effort in production, transportation, process-
ing, and preserving of foodstuffs is of critical
and even desperate importance to our Nation
and the world in these emergent times when
famine and starvation threaten the very lives
of millions of human beings.

A jurisdictional dispute exists between
labor organizations in California involved in
the handling of food products, which dispute
threatens the spolilage and loss of great quan-
tities of vitally needed foodstuffs. We Mem-
‘bers of the California delegation in Congress,
therefore, call upon the participants in this
jurisdictional dispute to establish a truce
immediately, to the end that not one ounce of
food be lost.

It is our firm belief that any action which
imperils food supply is against the public
interest and a violation of our American duty
to our own people and to the world.

SuermaN DowNEY, WiiLiam F. Enow-
LAND, CLARENCE F. Lea, Cram
ENGLE, J. LEROY JOHNSON, FRANCK
R. HavEnNNEr, RicHARD J. WELCH,
Georce P, MiLLER, JoHN H, ToLaw,
Jack Z, ANDERsON, BErRTRAND W.
GEARHART, ArFeep J, Euvrorr,
GeoncE E. OUTLAND, JERRY VOORHIS,
Nen R. HeEaLy, HeErLEN GAHAGAN
DovucLas, GorooN L. McDONOUGH,
Erris E. ParrersoN, Cuype DOYLE,
Caer HoLwrmELp, CARL HINSHAW,
Jouwn PHILLIPS, Ep V. IZAC.

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, on March 19 I again wired the
President, again calling his attention to
the situation that prevails in our State
and again requesting him to take action
under his war powers and to see that the
canneries are operated. To this date I
have not had a reply to my wire of March
19.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to insert the telegram at this point.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali=-
fornia?

There was no objecticn,
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(The telegram referred to follows:)
MarcH 19, 1946.
President Harry S. TRUMAN,
The White House, Washington, D. C.:

You have been receiving repeated requests
from California farmers, processors, and
Members of Congress requesting that you
take action in the jurisdictional cannery
workers' dispute which has effectively closed
approximately 100 canning and processing
plants in California. Some field crops are
already spoiling in the fields as a result
of the absolute impasse that has been
reached. Department of Labor and other
interested Government agencies have failed
to effect an agreement between the two
unions involved and no solution has been
found. Serious losses can be the only
result if immediate actlon is not taken by
the executive branch of the Government. It
can only be assumed that you are not
fully informed of the serious nature of the
dispute and Members of the California
congressional delegation would like to dis-
cuss the situation with you. The White
House now informs us that our request to
meet with you cannot be complied with at
this time. May I respectfully urge that you
set an immediate date for a conference be-
tween yourself and Members of Congress from
California who are deeply concerned over the
severe loss of valuable food crops that will
result if the present jurisdictional dispute
continues.

JACK Z. ANDERSON,
Member of Congress.

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, last Thursday in his press con-
ference the President was asked if this
situation had been called to his atten-
tion. He has been quoted four different
ways to my certain knowledge. One of
the gquotations is the one I read previ-
ously to the effect that the situation had
not been called to his personal attention,
that the Secretary of Labor was handling
it and that he thought it was a matter
that should be taken care of by the Gov-
ernor of the State of California. The
Governor, however, has no jurisdiction
whatever over a matter of this kind.
This is strictly a Federal matter. The
National Labor Relations Board took
cognizance of it almost a year ago and
conducted the election. The Depart-
ment of Agriculture through the Sec-
retary of Agriculture wrote a letter to
the Chairman of the National Labor Re-
lations Board requesting that last year’s
election he held.

It is absolutely incomprehensible to
me and to the other members of the
California delegation that the President
cannot be aware of the seriousness of
the dispute and we cannot for the life
of us understand why he has not taken
steps to see that the problem is effec-
tively solved.

I should like to call the attention of
the Members of the House to the fact
that today in our State crops that are
urgently needed to feed a starving world
are going to waste in the field. Hun-
dreds of tons of spinach are spoiling
now. The next large crop that will come
on is asparagus. Asparagus must be cut
and canned as rapidly as it grows.  If
this impasse continues it will be abso-
lutely impossible for any of those prod-
ucts to be properly processed and packed
this year.

I should like to call attention to a
wire from Gov. Earl Warren, of Cali-
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fornia to the President of the United
States stating that the Governor has
no jurisdiction whatever over the dis-
pute and that it must be handled by the
Federal Government and, Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that this be in-
cluded at this point in my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection,

(The matter referred to follows:)

DeArR MR. PRESIDENT: You have been quoted
in the press to the effect that the cannery dis-
pute in California has not been called to
your attention and that the dispute should
be settled by the Governor of California. I
trust you will rectify the confusion caused
by this report. The Federal Government,
through the National Labor Relations Board,
assumed jurisdiction of this dispute more
than a year ago. It has held an election,
has subsequently voided it, and has denied
the interested parties the right to engage in
exclusive collective bargaining, Only yester-
day it issued a procedure for further action
and requiring compliance of the parties.
The Federal conciliation services assumed
Jurisdiction last November. The Department
of Agriculture and Department of Labor have
been functioning since January, The mat-
ter has been discussed on the floor of both
Houses of Congress. Many communications
have been directed to you personally and
interested parties have been in constant tele-
phonic communication with your personal
staff in the White House. All interested
parties have looked to the Federal Govern-
ment as the only agency with jurisdiction
to act. There is no jurisdiction in the State
of California. Were there such I would have
acted long ago. It would be most unfor-
tunate if after this length of time the public
were led to believe that the State had juris-
diction when the interested partles them-
selves know that no such jurisdiction exists.
The world food situation which you so rightly
called to the attention of the public requires
immediate settlement of this dispute. It is
of sufficient magnitude to demand your own
personal consideration and action. Within
the limits of my jurisdiction I shall be happy
to be helpful in any way you might indicate.

EARL WARREN,
Governor of California.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Iyield
to the gentleman from Nebraska.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. A recent
report of the Department of Commerce
indicated that the carry-over of canned
vegetables was 51 percent below that of
1940 and the carry-over of canned fruit
was about 80 percent below 19840. If
fruits and vegetables are now going to
waste it will mean a further shortage of
canned vegetables and fruits for the
consumer?

Mr. ANDERSON for California. Mr.
Speaker, I would like to point out to the
gentleman that approximately 55,000,000
cases of canned fruits and vegetables
are involved. That is the approximate
canning capacity of the State of Cali-
fornia and that represents approximately
one-third of all the canned fruits and
vegetables in the entire United States.

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDERSON of California. I yield
to the gentleman from Washington.
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Mr. HORAN. This grows out of an
election that was held by the NLRB for
the cannery workers last October?

Mr. ANDERSON of California. That
is correct.

Mr. HORAN. What percentage of the
cannery workers participated in that
election?

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Of the
approximately 60,000 cannery workers in
the State of California, between 12,000
and 13,000 cast ballots. About 1,250 of
those ballots were challenged and were
never opened. Approximately one out of
every five of the eligible workers actually
voted in the October election. I may
say, however, that the election was held
at a time of the year when employment
in the canneries was extremely low. It
was a bad time to call it, and because
of the fact that only a week intervened
between the order of the National Labor
Relations Board setting up the election
and the actual conduct of the election,
it did not assure that every eligible
worker had a chance to cast a ballot.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, will the gertleman yield?

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Iyield
to the gentleman from California.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Is it not
a fact that about 90 percent of the
canned goods canned in California goes
out of the State?

Mr. ANDEREON of California. That
is correct.
Mr. JOHNSON of California. Isit not

also correct that the President acknowl-
edged two communications sent by the
gentleman from California [Mr. Lgal
on behalf of a group of us concerning
this very subject, on March 13, acknowl-
edging a letter and also on February 1
acknowledging a letter about these
matters? :

Mr. ANDERSON of California. That
is correct, and those two letters may be
found in a statement placed in the Ap-
pendix of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD yes-
terday afternoon by the gentleman now
addressing me. Both of those were
signed by Harry S. Truman and ad-
dressed to our colleague from California
[Mr, LEa].

Mr. JOHNESON of California. Isitnot
a fact also that seven Members of the
California delegation whose areas are
involved had a personal interview with
the Sccretary of Agriculture and they
expected, naturally, he would talk to the
President about it?

Mr. ANDERSON of California. That
is correct, and I should like to point out
that Members of the California delega-
tion for 10 days have been attempting
to obtain a personal interview with the
President to discuss this situation with
him. We are now advised through the
President’s secretary that although we
are welcome to come down and confer
with the President he does not want to
discuss this problem. Why, in heaven’s
name, I cannot say.

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDERSON of California. I yield
to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. JENKINS. I was about to ask the
gentleman a question that would elicit
that kind of an answer. It has been
2 months now that practically every
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organization in California has been send-
ing out complaints with reference to this
terrible situation. The question I was
going to ask is, Do y>u not have any hope
of solving the matter at all? Is there
not anybody who can help?

Mr. ANDERSON of California. I may
say to the gentleman that at 11 o’clock
this morning I got the very latest infor-
mation available from the NLRB and the
Department of Labor. The sum total of
their efforts to reach a solution of this
jurisdictional dispute has been nothing
up until 11 o'clock this morning. ' It
appears to me there is only one thing left
to do. The Congress has voted th2 Pres-
ident necessary war powers that are still
in effect. Under those powers he can
seize the canneries, run up the Ameri-
can flag, and make sure they arc oper-
ated—make sure that this foodstuff is
properly preserved to feed our own peo-
ple and the starving peoples of the world.

Mr. JENKINS. The season is only
starting in other States, What does the
gentleman know about whether or not
a similar condition may spread to these
other States?

Mr. ANDERSON of California. The
same situation will exist up in the North-
west as the canneries open in Oregon
and Washington, and will spread east
later.

Mr, HOFFMAN. Mr, Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDERSON of California. I yield
to the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. HOFFMAN. Ido not quite under-
stand why the farm products are not
being processed. Is it because of the
picket line, or what is the trouble?

Mr., ANDERSON of California. There
is no question of hours and wages in-
volved. It is simply a jurisdictional dis-
pute. It is a question of representation,
whether the CIO or whether the AFL
shall represent the cannery workers in
the State of California. My sympathy
is with the A. F. of L.

Mr. HOFFMAN. I understand that,
but do the workers refuse to cross the
picket line or say that they refuse to go
in and process the food?

Mr. ANDERSON of California. I
might say this: The A. F. of L. has re-
fused, that is, the teamsters union, to
haul fruits and vegetables into the can-
neries until they are granted the same
type of contract which they had prior
to last October, which is exclusive repre-
sentation with the California Processors
and Growers.

Mr. HOFFMAN. Then the trouble
grows out of the fact that the teamsters
will not handle it and not because the
workers will not process it or gather it;
is that it?

Mr. ANDERSON of California, The
field workers are gathering it, and the
AFL has stated that they will accept de-
liveries from all bona fide farmers, and
that their workers will process it.

Mr. HOFFMAN. Is that Dan J. Tobin,
of the teamsters union, the same one that
has been practicing extortion throughout
the country?

Mr. ANDERSON of California. The
teamsters union involved is the AFL
teamsters union. In some of these can-
neries the CIO has a majority of the
workers, That is where the AFL team-
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sters union refuses to haul any fruit or
vegetables. In some of the canneries the
AFL has the majority, and the CIO has
established picket lines in front of these
canneries. Now it is going further than
that. The steel workers organization,
also CIO, has stated that if this impasse
continues, or if the AFL attempts to
process the fruits and vegetables, that
they will not turn out any tin for cans in
which to ship the products when they are
processed.

Mr. HOFFMAN. Would it be possible
to arrange it so that the product canned.
by the CIO workers would be eaten by
them, and the AFL can theirs and eat it?

Mr. ANDERSON of California. I will
say neither the AFL nor CIO will eat any
of the fruits and vegetables produced
this season if this thing keeps on.

Mr. HOFFMAN. That might be all
right, but how about the people that do
not belong to either union?

Mr. ANDERSON of California. They
will not get any either.

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? *

Mr. ANDERSON of California. I yield
to the gentleman from California.

Mr. VOORHIS of California. I just
want to say that I am deeply conscious
of the tremendous burdens that rest on
the President, but I also want to say
that I agree with the gentleman as to
what he said about the only solution
that can be applied to this problem, and
I believe it ought to be applied. I think
there is no other way.

Mr, ANDERSON of California. I am
glad to know that the gentleman agrees
with me.

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Be-
tween now and the time the next NLRB
election can be held there is one other
way that I can see to save this most im-
portant food supply, and that is for the
President to exercise his powers and take
over the canneries and see that they are
operated.

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Asthe
gentleman knows, I fully agree with that
observation.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDERSON of California. I yield
to the gentleman from California.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. The gentleman has
given substantially the chronological
part of this story, but it is a little more
complicated, and in the interchange with
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
HorFman], I think there are some things
that should be added.

Mr. ANDERSON of California. I will
say to the gentleman from California
that I welcome any contribution that
will keep this thing clarified.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. As the gentleman
knows, I am anxious to see the dispute
settled. I, too, have appealed to the
President to take over under the War
Powers Act, as the gentleman has stated.
It is not a partisan affair.

tMl:i. ANDERSON of California. Not
at all.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. But I think that we
should clarify the matter in this way.
The AFL cannery workers and the CIO
cannery workers neither have refused to
process the food, but a third union, the
teamsters union refuses to haul to the
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plants. So far as the dispute between
the cannery employees themselves is
concerned, it is not a jurisdictional dis-
pute between the two cannery employee
unions, but this third union that trans-
ports is the one that is refusing to do
the hauling; is that not correct?

Mr. ANDERSON of California. That
is correct, except for this cne factor, that
the teamsters’ union now has jurisdie-
tion over the AFL cannery workers union
in our State.

Mr, HOLIFIELD. It has jurisdiction?

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Yes.

Mr. HOLIFIELD, That is news to me.
I thought they were independent.

Mr. ANDERSON of California. No.
As I understand it, the charters of the
AFL cannery union workers were shifted
to the teamsters’ union some time last
year,

Mr, PHILLIPS. That is what started
the trouble.

The SPEAEKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from California has expired.

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man be permitted to proceed for five ad-
ditional minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection,

Mr. JOHNSON of California.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDERSON of California. I yield
to the gentleman from California.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. A while
ago it was stated that the President
exercised his war powers over the meat-
packing plants. Is there any difference
in principle between taking over the can-
neries than in the other order taking
over the packing plants?

Mr. ANDERSON of California. I can
give the gentleman a direct answer to
that inquiry. In order to be sure that I
was on firm ground in suggesting that
the President seize these canning and
processing plants and operate them un-
der his war powers, I wired the Attor-
ney General of the United States last
week and asked him if the President had
that power. He replied that he was un-
able because of his position and under
the circumstances to make a direct reply
to my inquiry, but he referred to the War
Labor Disputes Act and said that under
that act the President had seized the
meat-packing plants, That is all the
answer I need.

Mr, JOHNSON of California. -Just for
the record, the food value involved in
these canned goods is between $250,000,-
000 and $300,000,000, is it not?

Mr. ANDERSON of California. I am
sure the gentleman knows those figures.
If he says that is right, I accept his

figures.

Mr, JOHNSON of California. I think
that is right, yes.

Mr. MILLER of California.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDERSON of California. I
yield to the gentleman from California.

Mr. MILLER of California. Did I cor-
rectly understand the gentleman to say
that the CIO packing-house workers
would refuse to pack fruit that was
brought in by the farmers themselves?

Mr.

Mr.
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Mr. ANDERSON of California. I have
seen no statement as to what the CIO
cannery workers would do. The only
statement I have seen is the statement
of that nature made by the A. F. of L.
cannery workers union in California, to
the effect that they would pack and proc-
ess the fruits and vegetables that were
hauled in by bona fide farmers them-
selves,

Mr. MILLER of California. The CIO
will do that, too.

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Does
the gentleman know that?

Mr. MILLER of California. Yes.

Mr. ANDERSON of California. I am
glad to have that added to the record.

Mr. MILLER of California. May I say
that I agree with the gentleman that the
only solution for this, as I see it, is the
seizure of these plants by the President,
but I wanted to keep the record straight
on that one point.

Mr., ANDERSON of California. The
main point is that the public interest is
paramount. We should not let a juris-
dictional dispute between a couple of
labor organizations result in the failure
to process 55,000,000 cases of fruits and
vegetables in the State of California or
any other State this year. Food is too
badly needed not only in this country but
throughout the entire world. How can
we uphold a policy where the President
and the Dzpartment of Agriculture and
other Government agencies ask us to
grow everything we can in order to feed
a starving world and then on the other
hand refuse to take the action that is
absolutely necessary to insure that these
canneries and processing plants will be
run?

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr, Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDERSON of California. I
yield to the gentleman from California.

Mr. HINSHAW. I think the atten-
tion of the Congress and the country
should be called to the fact that these
fruits and vegetables will not wait to
be canned. They are not the kind that
can be stored in cold storage in order
to protect them. They have to be cut
in the field and taken directly to the
cannery as quickly as possible in order
that their full values may be retained.

Mr. ANDERSON of California. I do
not know how long the gentleman has
been off the farm, but he states the case
very well.

Mr. PHILLIPS, Mr, Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDERSON of California. I yield
to the gentleman from California.

Mr. PHILLIPS. The gentleman is do-
ing an excellent thing in bringing this to
the attention of the country, particularly
the fact that the essential factor involved
is the interest to the people. I think he
could speak for all the delegation on that
point, because on the 20th of March the
gentleman from California [Mr. GEAR-
HART] and I also wired the President,
pointing out that he would have public
opinion behind him if he did anything to
settle the California strike.

Mr. ANDERSON of California. That is
definitely true. If he fails to assume this
responsibility which we now feel is his,
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then he certainly will have public opinion
definitely against him.

Mr, JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr., ANDERSON of California. I yield
to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr, JENKINS. The canning business
in California is much more important
than it is in some other sections of the
country, because the crops there mature
so early. :

Mr. ANDERSON of California. The
gentleman is correct.

Mr. JENKINS. People in my State de-
pend a lot on California canned articles,
and they will not get them if this thing
keeps on.

Mr. ANDERSON of California. I
might answer the gentleman by reading
this wire which I received yesterday:

NLRE next week sending out fleld staff of
investigators to begin prosecutlon of inde-
pendents who executed agreements with
AFL. This may have effect of independents
canceling agreements, and thus precipitating
blockade of their plants also. C. P. & G.
plants attempting to operate on spinach, and
thus far two canneries operating, receiving
preduce delivered by growers exclusively.
AFL permitting bona fide grower deliveries,
but announces any grower operating trucks
with hired help will be blocked from can-
neries. Several fields of spinach past due for
harvest because growers unable to make emer-
gency arrangements in time for deliveries.
Received word yesterday of 150 acres Salinas
area now unfit for canning. Weather will
bring off large quantities early next week.

If the canneries are not operated, this
spinach and asparagus, and all other
crops coming along will be lost and will
not be canned. As was pointed out by
the gentleman {from California [Mr.
Hinsuaw] our cold-storage facilities out
there will only hold a very small amount.

In closing Mr. Speaker, I again wish
to emphasize the need for immediate
action by the executive branch of the
Government. If the Labor Department
and the NLRB cannot settle the prob-
lem, then the President must. If he is
not thoroughly familiar with the details
as they have been called to his attention
by Members of Congress and interested
farm organizations, then I again suggest
that he meet and discuss the entire prob-
lem with members of the California dele-
gation in Congress.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. BROOKS asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks and
include a very strong statement by Com-
mander Stelle of the American Legion
g;iztih reference to the Patman housing

Mr. PATMAN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in four
instances and include certain statements
and excerpts.

Mr. SOMERS of New York asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks and include a speech delivered by
Hon. DEWEY SHORT.

Mr. ROWAN and Mr. RIVERS asked
and were given permission to extend their
remarks in the RECORD.

Mr. GAMBLE asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in five
different instances and include news-

paper editorials and news articles,
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Mrs. LUCE asked and was given per-
mission to extend her remarks and in-
clude an editorial.

Mr. JUDD asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks and in-
clude two editorials.

The SPEAKER. Under previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. VoorHis] is recognized for
15 minutes.

CONTROL OF ATOMIC ENERGY

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr.
Speaker, in the Washington Post of
March 18 there is contained a statement
by former Secretary of War Henry L.
Stimson so challenging and so important
that I should like to read a portion of it
to the House. This is what he said:

If the atomic bomb were merely another—
though more devastating—military weapon,
which could be assimilated into the custom-
ary pattern®of international relations, con-
ceivably we could then follow the old pat-
tern of secrecy and sole reliance upon na-
tional military superiority, and depend upon
international caution to stay the future use
of the weapon. Eut, to my view, the recent
unlocking of atomic energy constitutes a
first step—and only a first step—in a new
contrel by man over the primal forces of
nature too revolutionary and dangerous to
fit into the old patterns.

The military application of this discovery
underscores most sharply the divergence be-
tween man’s growing technical power for de-
structiveness and his psychological power of
seli-control and group-control—his moral
power. If this is so, how this problem is
approached in the sphere of the relations
among the nations is a question of the most
vital importance in the evolution of human
progress.

Mr. Speaker, my purpose this after-
noon is to discuss the kind of approach
which it is necessary for our country to
make toward these world problems today,
if we are to develop the moral power of
which Mr. Stimson speaks and upon
which as a matter of fact we must prin-
cipally rely if our country is in any true
sense to be saved.

The release of atomic energy repre-
sents the unlocking of the ultimate pow-
ers of this universe, the final and greatest
gift of God from his natural universe to
humanity. Therefore, the pursuit of any
‘course which fails to aim at the dedica-
tion of that gift to the welfare of-hu-
manity will be certain, in accordance
with the laws of God, to bring a fearsome
retribution upon any nation that so fails.

Man's intellect, his science, his physi-
cal power has so far outstripped his moral
progress, his progress in self-control that
we now face but two possible alternatives.
Either enough such moral progress will
be made within the next few years to
bring mankind to a stage of social devel-
opment where he can safely be trusted
with atomic energy or else we shall wit-
ness the destruction not only of nations
but of all the losses of the very science
which has brought us to our present con-
dition.

There are forces of destruction at work
in the world, some of them blind forces
that we have difficulty in understanding.
Certain nations’ actions sometimes baffle
us and discourage us. We are profound-
1y concerned about the spread of dicta-
torship in certain parts of the world and
the methods used to bring it about.
There are forces of hatred and misun=
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derstanding which have got to be over-
come. But most of all there is this force
of atomic energy whose use in war can
mean the destruction of human civiliza-
tion as we have known it and of every
single value which Americans hold dear.
This is the one great, overriding fact in
the world today. Against that possibility
nothing except a great moral and spirit-
ual force as revolutionary in the field of
human relationships and government
and in the realm of human controls over
human destiny and human action, as
atomic energy is in the scientific field,
can possibly suffice to meet the need.

During the months since the war ended
I confess I have been profoundly dis-
couraged, It seemed to me that on all
sides we found reason for such discour-
agement, a general failure on the part
of the nations and their peoples to lift
themselves to the heights of vision which
the times called for. But today there are
some things to which we can point with
considerable encouragemenf. One of
these is Sscretary Byrnes' speech to the
United Nations Organization in which he
stressed the fundamental principle of
peace. It is the principle that no na-
tion, however great it may be, can, if it
is proposed to establish peace in the
world, be allowed fo gain its ends by
force. Failure to assist this principle was
the direct cause of World War II. The
corollary to that principle is that the
nations must strive toward a goal where
no force will be used under any circum-
stance except it be a force for the preser-
vation of peace, and one carried forward
only under international agreement. If
such principles can be made to prevail
through and by the United Nations Or-
ganization it may yet be the means of
peace, despite the concern that some of
us have felt that it was by its structure
too weak to accomplish that purpose.

Encouragzement can, I earnestly hope,
be hzod from the statement of the Pre-
mier of Russia the other day in which he
affirmed it to be the intention of that
Nation to use the United Nations Organi-
zation to the full for the purpose of the
maintenance of peace.

And new we find in this morning's
paper the report of the Acheson com-
mittee containing a proposal for the con-
trol of atomic energy and atomic weap-
ons. That proposal goes, in my judgment,
to the very root of the problem, and sets
before us the one line of action by which
real hope can be established. For that
proposal is that there be established,
through the United Nations Organiza-
tion and by it, en agency of world-wide
control cver the mining and procuction
of fissionable materials. Thus there
would be a world governmental author-
ity to which 21l nations would give up a
portion of what they have in the past
called sovereignty, to the extent neces-
sary to enable that world authority to see
to it that atomic energy is not used for
the construction of atomic weapons, but
is devoted, where it is used at all, to the
welfare of humankind.

It is essential to remember the essential
difference between atomic weapons and
other weapons of war, for on all sides
we are told the only cefense against such
weapons is to use them first; that, in-
deed, there is no means of preventing
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a nation from being destroyed by such
veapons, even though that nation win
the war.

So, once more than one nation pos-
sesses such weapons, which situation will
prevail in the next few years if things
continue to drift as they now are, from
that moment mankind must live under
the constant danger that someone, sus-
pecting perhaps that somebody else is
going to attack first, will loose this terror
on the world. Every nation, every would-
be world congqueror will know, as we know
that all advantage will lie in ruthless,
merciless attack, sooner or later some na-
tion will attempt such dastardly action.
I submit shat tha* nation under no cir-
cumstances would be our own.

So there remains but one way out, and
that is that there ;hall be but one agency
in the entire world with the right to
possess such weapons, and under those
circumstances that agency itself would
have no need. It is to the bringing of all
nations to a realization of this necessity
and to the challengirg of them to act
upon that realization that the major ef-
forts of the United States must be di-
rected and clearly if there is to be but
one agency controlling atomic and similar
weapons of mass destructior. it will have
to be an international agency and partake
of the nature of a world government.

A member of another body has intro-
duced a resolution—Senate Resolution
219—ecalling: upon our Government to
initiate moves to bring about enforced
disarmament by agreement among the
nations in regard to these same weapons
of mass destruction.

In my judgment, everything America
has stood for can bz protected only in
some such way as by the means here
proposed.

But I know that true world peace can
be achieved only by loosing constructive
forces. It is not enough for us to try to
protect ourselves, we have got also to
build good will.

True, nothing matters today except
world peace, since nothing else worth-
while can possibly be gained or held in
an atomic age unless world peace is
established.

But peace is impossible in the long run
unless peoples are free. Freedom is
threatened in nation after nation today
by stark hunger. It will be so threat-
ened apparently for some time to come.
Wheat and fats may keep Francz and
Austria and Italy and Greece and count-
less other countries free peoples—if those
supplies can arrive soon enough. And as
America really believes in her own creed,
she will extend herself to the limit to see
that to the maximum extent possible they
come from here.

This will require sacrifice. And the
sacrifice should be equal and it should
be made in such a way as to give up the

- less important things here at home in

order to protect the more important and
at the same time attempt to save millions
from starvation.

For all these reasons I advocate with
all the earnestness at my command the
reinstitution of rationing and allocation
in America of those foods and food
products vitally necessary both for other
nations and for our own. By that means
all will receive their just share; by that
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means our livestock in deficit areas can
be saved from destruction; by that
means, above all, we shall be certain that
we can and will do our utmost to keep
bright in the eyes of all mankind the
name of America as the helper of the
suffering and oppressed of all the world.
In days like these when only good will
can give our own people safety, such a
name for our country becomes its most
priceless possession and its very greatest
security.

Mr. Speaker, the times are such as to
call for nothing less than an order of
statesmanlike decision and action such
as we are capable of only when we lift
our eyes to the ultimate purposes of hu-
mankind. So I believe our Nation should
issue a challenge to the world also. It
should be a challenge calling upon every
nation on this earth that desires peace to
agree to a proposal such as the Acheson
ccmmittee has advanced, to agree to a
common control of atomic weapons and
weapons of comparable mass destruc-
tion, to agree to sacrifice their right to
make war at will to such a world author-
ity. Let us make it clear that even if not
all the nations will join with us in such
a venture we will go forward with those
who will do so. America alone is in a
positien to make such a move. To make
it will be the greatest act of statesman-
ship the world has ever seen. That act,
it is true, would at the moment be an act
of some self-sacrifice on the part of this
great Nation. But for that very reason
it is the kind of act that can generate
those moral and spiritual forces of which
I have spoken. Until the nations are
brought together in some such unity as
that I agree America must continue to
keep herself strong, that she must con-
tinue with the development of atomic
energy;: but the important thing is for
the world to know that we do that only
in order that we may lay those things
upon the altar of world pzace just as
soon as the nations can be induced to ac-
cept the necessary common controls.
Yes; and every nation has got to be ready
to open its borders wide to the exercise
of the necessary police power so that the
people of our Nation and every other na-
tion can know that even as they give up
their right to possess these weapons of
mass destruction so every other nation
is doing likewise.

I think the time has come also for us
to make certain other proposals, one of
which would be the universal abolition
of systems of conscription. Either the
world will move toward preparation for
waging an atomic war or else it will move

- toward prevention of any war at all. It
cannot go in both directions at once.

It is here at home, too, that we have
work to do. For we cannot successiully
work for world peace unless the hopes of
our own people for the future are kept
bright-and warm.

The people of the world care most of
all about homes, food, and their families,
about a work to do and faith and peace.
These are simple things. They are more
important everywhere than systems or
power or gain or glory. I am earnestly
in hopes that in the weeks remaining
this Congress will consider and pass leg-
islation that will make these things as
nearly assured to the American people
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as governmental action in a free nation
can ever do.

I think of one measure, for example,
a proposal to raise for those people who
are at the bottom of our income group
the basic minimum wage, a proposal for
those people who, by and large, do not
have spokesmen to come before congres-
sional committees because many of them
are completely unorganized. For them
we should say: “Yours is the mass pur-
chasing power of America that we seek
to maintain, It is by the level of your
living standards that the true greatness,
the success or failure, of our whole Na-
tion must be judged.”

The eyes of millions are upon our Na-
tion teday. Cur people are a free people
and a great people. But there are those
who question whether we can, within the
framework of our free institutions, con-
quer the economic problems of this age
of atomic power. One principle we must

+ establish: That whenever our powers of

production outstrip the buying power of
our people we will increase that buying
power but we will not curtail our produc-
tion. Such a course will require changes
in our monetary system, a broader con-
ception of what a social-security system
should be, a resolute battle against mo-
nopoly in all its forms. But it need not
require the sacrifice of one jot or tittle of
our liberties.

As we look about a war-weary and
sick world we can understand that if
we are to loose that great moral and
spiritual force I spoke about, there is
one simple rule that we can follow, and
that is the rule of charting our course
according to the principles of right as
they have been laid down through the
last 2,000 years by the greatest Teacher
the world has ever known.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from California has expired.

FEDERAL RURAL REHABILITATION
PROJECTS

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to take from the Speaker’s
desk the bill (S. 704) to authorize the
Secretary of Agriculture to continue ad-
ministration of and ultimately liquidate
Federal rural rehabilitation projects, and
for other purposes, and I shall offer an
amendment to strike out all after the
enacting clause and to substitute there-
for the bill H. R. 2501 as passed by the
House on last Thursday.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
hill,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ar-
kansas?

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etec., That notwithstanding
any other provision of law, the Sszcretary of
Agriculture, in order to assure the maximum
preferential disposition to veterans of the
present- war and present pro]ect occupants,
is hereby authorized and directed to main-
tain, administer, and utilize, for such pe~
riod as he may deem necessary until dis-
posal thereof as hereinafter provided, not to
exceed 3 years from the date of termination
of the present war, such of the lands (im-
proved and unimproved) comprising or in-
cident to those resettlement projects and
rural rehabilitation projects for resettiement
purposes, and other like enterprises hereto=
fore initiated for similar purposes and fi=
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nanced, in whole or in part, with funds made
available to the Secretary, War Food Admin-
istrator, Farm Security Administration, Re-
sgettlement Administration, or Federal Emer-
gency Relief Administration, as he deter-
mines are suitable for ultimate disposition
in economic farm units. Nothing contained
herein shall be deemed to authorize retarda-
tion of the expeditious ligquidation of other
land or property comprising or incident to
such projects insofar as is deemed practicable
by the Secretary consistent with the purpose
of this act.

Sec. 2. The Secretary shall sell or cause to
be sold, from time to time, those of such
lands as are suitable for disposition in eco-
nomic farm units, at the earning capacity
value as determined by him and otherwise
on such terms as he may deem advisable, to
veterans, as defined in the Surplus Property
Act of 1944, Fublic Law 457, Seventy-eighth
Congress, and to present occupants of such
lands, who meet the requirements of eligi-
bility specified in title I of the Bankhead-
Jones Farm Tenant Act (U. 8. C., 1940 ed,,
title 7, secs, 1000-1006), as amended.

Sec. 3. There is hereby authorized to be
appropriated such amounts as may be nec-
essary to carry out the purposes of this act,
including, without limitation, the mainte-
nance and operation of the project properties
and making betterments and improvements
deemed necessary to effectuate the purposes
of this act.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Hays: Strike
out all after the enacting clause and insert
the following:

“Be it enacted, efc., That, notwithstanding
any other provision of law, the Szcretary cf
Agrieculture, in order to assure the maximum
preferential disposition to veterans of the
present war and present project occupants
who have existing contracts to purchase, is
hereby authorized and directed to dispose of
lands hereinafter described as expeditiously
as possible, not to exceed 3 years from the
date of termination of the present war, such
of the lands (improved and unimproved)
comprising or incident to those resettlement
projects and rural rehabilitation projects for
resettlement purposes, and other like enter-
prises, including lands in the so-called water
conservation and utility projects, heretofore

" initiated for similar purposes and financed, in

whole or in part, with funds made available
to the Secretary, War Food Administrator,
Farm Security Administration, Resettlement
Administration, or Faderal Emergency Relief
Administration, as he determines are suitable
for ultimate disposition in economie farm
units, Nothing contained herein shall bz
deemad to authorize retardation of the ex-
peditious liquidation of other land or prop-
erty comprising such projects insofar as is
deemed practicable by the Secretary consist-
ent with the purpcse of this act.

. “Sgc. 2. The Szcretary shall sell or cause to
be sold, from time to time, units not to ex-
ceed 640 acres in any one sale, those of such
lands as are suitable for disposition in eco-
nomic farm units at the earning-capacity
value as determined by him and otherwise
on such terms as he may deem advisable, to
veterans, as defilned in the Surplus Properiy
Act of 1944 (Publie, No. 457, 78th Cong.), and
to present occupants of such lands who have
existing contracts to purchase and who meet
the requirements of eligibility specified in
title I of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant
Act (7 U. 8. C. 1000-1006) , as amended.

“Sgc. 3. There is hereby authorized to be
appropriated such amounts as may be neces-
sary to carry out the purposes of this act,
including and making betterments and im-
provements deemed necessary to accomplish
the purpcses of this Act: Provided, That no
expenditures shail be made for improvementa
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on any farm unit in excess of one-third of
the earning capacity value.

“Sec. 4. Any conveyance by the Govern-
ment of title to land under this act shall
convey all of the right, title, and interest of
the Government in and to such land, includ-
ing all mineral rights.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The Senate bill was ordered to be read
a third time, was read the third time,
and passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted as follows:

To Mr. CLEMENTS (at the request of Mr.
CHELF), for today and the remainder of
the week, on account of official business.

To Mr. Grecory (at the request of Mr,
Bares of Kentucky), for today, on ac-
count of official business.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. ROGERS of New York, from the
Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported
that that committee had examined and
found truly enrolled bills of the House
of the following titles, which were there-
upon signed by the Speaker:

H.R.2008. An act for the relief of the vil-
lage of Cold Spring, Minn.;

H. R.2670. An act for the relief of the legal
guardian of Eathleen Lawton McGuire;

H.R.3012. An act for the relief of George
W. Murrell; Kirby Murrell, a minor; and the
estate of Mamie W. Murrell, deceased,;

H.R.3904. An act for the relief of Raymond
C. Campbell; and 2

H.R. 5201, An act making appropriations
for the Executive Office and sundry independ-
ent executive bureaus, boards, commissions,
and offices, for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1947, and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of
the following title:

S.1821. A bill to amend section 502 of the
act entitled “An act to expedite the provision
of housing in connection with national de-
fense, and for other purposes,” approved Oc-
tober 14, 1940, as amended, so &8s to authorize
the appropriation of funds necessary to pro-
vide additional temporary housing units for
distressed families of servicemen and for vet-
erans and their families.

BILLS FPRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT

Mr. ROGERS of New York, from the
Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported
that that committee did on this day
present to the President, for his approval,
bills of the House of the following titles:

H.R.2008. An act for the relief of the
village .of Cold Spring, Minn.;

H.R. 2670. An act for the relief of the
legal guardian of Eathleen Lawton McGuire;

H.R. 3012, An act for the relief of George
‘W. Murrell; Eirby Murrell, a minor; and the
estate of Mamie W. Murrell, deceased;

H.R.3904. An act for the relief of Ray-
mond C, Campbell; and

H.R.5201. An act making appropriations
for the Executive Office and sundry inde-
pendent executive bureaus, boards, commis-
sions, and offices. for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1947, and for other purposes.

ADJOURNMENT
Mr. HAYS, Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 2 o’clock and 58 minutes p. m.)
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the House adjourned until tomorrow,
Wednesday, March 27, 1946, at 12 o’clock
noon.

COMMITTEE HEARINGS
SECURITIES SUBCOMMITTEE OF INTERSTATE AND
FoOREIGN COMMERCE COMMITTEE

There will be a meeting of the Securi-
ties Subcommittee of the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, at 10
o'clock a. m. Wednesday, March 27, 1946.

Business to be considered: Continua-
tion of public hearing in study of opera-
tions pursuant to the Public Utility
Holding Company Act of 1935. Securi-
ties and Exchange Commission repre-
sentatives to be heard.

COMMITTEE ON Froop CONTROL

The Committee on Flood Control will
begin hearings on an omnibus flood-con-
trol authorization bill on Monday, April
8, 1946, at 10 a. m. The hearings will
continue daily except Saturday up to
and including Friday, April 19.

CoMMITTEE ON RIVERS AND HARBORS

The Committee on Rivers and Harbors
will meet Tuesday, April 9, 1946, at 10:30
a. m., to begin the preparation of an
omnibus river and harbor bill. Follow-
ing is the schedule for hearings:

{Tuesday, April 9)

1. Portland Harbor, Mzaine.

2. Fall River Harbor, Mass.

3. Wickford Harbor, R. I.

4. New Haven Harbor, Conn.

‘5. Brideeport Harbor, Conn.

6. Stamford Harbor, Conn,

7. Barnegat Inlet, N. J.

8. Absecon Inlet, N. J.

9. Delaware River, Biles Creek, Pa.

(Wednesday, April 10)

10. Sacramento River, Calif,,

water ship channel.
(Thursday, April 11)

11. Schuylkill River, Pa.

12, Middle and Dark Head Creeks, Md.

13. Mattaponi River, Va.

.14, Newport News Creek, Va.

15. Noriolk Harbor, Va.

16. Savannah Harbor, Ga.

17. St. Johns River, Fla,, Jacksonville
to Lake Harney.

- 18, Hollywood Harbor
glades), Fla.

19. Withlacoochee River, Fla.

(Friday, April 12)

20. Sabine River, Adams Bayou, Tex,

21. Sabine-Neches waterway, Texas.

22. Trinity River below Liberty, Tex.

23. Aransas Pass, Intracoastal Water-
way, Tex.

24, Brazos Island Harbor, Tex.

(Monday and Tuesday, April 22 and 23)

25. Tombigbee-Tennessee Rivers.
(Wednesday and Thursday, April 24 and 25)

26. Franklin Canal, La.

27. Mermentau River, La.

28. Lake Charles deep waterway, Lou-
isiana.

29. Plaquemine ana Morgan City
route, Louisiana.

30. Red River below Fulton, La.

(Friday, April 26)

31. Big Sandy River, Tug, and Levisa

Forks, Va., W. Va., and Ky.

deep-

(Port Ever-
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(Monday and Tuesday, April 20 and 30)
32. Arkansas River, Ark. and Okla.
(Wednesday, May 1)

33. Cumberland River, Tenn. and Ky.

34. Big Sioux River, S. Dak.

35. Mississippi River seepage, Iowa,
Minnesota, and Wisconsin,

36. Mississippi River at Lansing,
Iowa. :

37. Mississippi River at Wabasha,
Minn.

38. Mississippi River at Lake Pepin,
Minn.

39. Mississippi
Minn,

River at Hastings,
2 (Thursday, May 2)

40. Fairport Harbor, Ohio.

41. Cleveland Harbor, Ohio.

42, Great Lakes connecting channels,
Michigan.

43. Calumet-Sag Channel, Ind. and
111,

44, Chicago River, North Branch of,

45. Napa River, Calif.

46. Coos Bay, Oreg.

47, Columbia River at Astoria, Oreg.

48. Columbia River at The Dalles,
Oreg.

49. Columbia River, Foster Creek Dam,
Wash,

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1165. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Power Commission, transmitting copies of
varlous reports summarizing data on the pro-
duction of electric energy, the installed ca-
pacity of electric generating plants, and the
consumption of fuel for production of elec-
tric energy of electric utilities in the United
States; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

1166. A letter from the Chief Scout Execu-
tive, Boy Scouts of America, transmitting a
copy of the Thirty-sixth Annual Report of the
Boy Scouts of America for the year 1845 (H.
Doc. No. 516) ; to the Committee on Education
and ordered to be printed, with illustrations.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows: ;

Mr. CANNON of Missouri: Committee on
Appropriations. House Joint Resolution
828. Joint resolution making an additional
appropriation for veterans’ housing and re-
lated expenses; without amendment (Rept.
No. 1816). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri: Committee on
Appropriations. H. R. 5890. A bill making
appropriations to supply deficiencies in cer-
tain appropriations for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1946, and for prior fiscal years, to
provide supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1948, and for other
purposes; without amendment (Rept. No.
1817). Referred to the Committee of the
Whele House on the State of the Union.

Mr. MANSFIELD of Texas: Committee on
Rivers and Harbors. H, R. 5674. A bill to
amend the laws authorizing the performance
of necessary protection work between the
Yuma project and Boulder Dam by the Bu-
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reau of Reclamation; without amendment
{Rept. No. 1818). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of the
Union.

Mr. ELLIOTT: Joint Committee on the Dis-
position of Executive Papers. House Report
No. 1819. Report on the disposition of cer-
tain papers of sundry executive departments.
Ordered to be printed.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judiciary.
H. R. §635. A Dill to amend an act entitled
“An act to supplement existing laws against
unlawful restraints and monopolies, and for
other purposes,” approved October 15, 1914
(38 Stat. 730) , as amended; with amendments
{Rept. No. 1820). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. DOUGHTON of North Carolina: Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. H. R. 5856. A
bill to provide for trade relations between the
United States and the Philippines, and. for
other purposes; ‘without amendment (Rept.
No. 1821). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

PUELIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. STEVENSON:

H.R.5885. A bill to promote the conserva-
tion of wildlife, fish, and game, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Rivers and
Harbors.

3y Mr. ENUTSON:

H. R.5886. A bill to reduce the debt limit
of the United States and to provide individ-
ual income-tax relief conditioned upon re-
duction of Federal expenditures; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LANHAM (by request):

H.R.5887. A bill to provide protection by
registration of designs for woven-textile fab-
rics; to the Committee on Patents,

By Mr. McCORMACK:

H.R.5888. A bill to fix the compensation
of the Director of the Federal Bureau of
Investigation; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. SIKES:

H.R.5889. A plil authorizing a medifica-
tion of the project for Improvement of the
Apalachicola, Chattahoochee, and Flint
Rivers, Fla. and Ga.; to the Committee on
Rivers and Harbors,

By Mr. CHENOWETH:

H.R,.5891. A bill to authorize and direct
the Secretary of Agriculture to sell lands ac-
quired under title III of the Bankhead-Jones
Farm Tenant Act, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. BLAND:

H.R.5892. A bill providing for a medal for
service in the merchant marine during the
present war; to the Committee on the Mer-
chant Marine and Fisherles.

By Mr. FULLER:

H.R. 5893, A bill to prohibit exportation of
American grain to nations which are manu-
facturing alcoholic beverages frorh agricul-
tural products while their people are starv-
ing; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HEBERT (by request):

H.R.5894. A bill to authorize and direct
the Commissioners of the District of Colum=-
bia to close Van Ness Street between Con-
necticut Avenue and Reno Road NW.; to the
Cominittee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. RAMEY .

H.R.5805. A bill to provide appropriate
pins for widows and next of kin of World
War II veterans who received the Purple
Heart posthumously; to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

By Mr. CANNON of Missourl:

H. J. Res. 328. Joint resolution making an

additional appropriation for veterans' hous-
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ing and related expenses; to the Committee
on Appropriations.
By Mr. HALE:

H. Con., Res. 138. Concurrent resolution
designating the termination date of the
act of July 14, 1941, providing for priorities
in transportation by merchant vessels in the
interests of national defense; to the Commit-
tee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. DOYLE:

H.R.5886. A bill to extend the term of
design patent No. 21,0563, dated September 22,
1891, for a badge, granted to George Brown
Goode, and assigned to the National Society,
Daughters of the American Revolution; to
the Committee on Patents. »

By Mr. ROWAN: i

H.R.5897. A bill for the relief of Ohio
Bell; to the Committee on Military Affairs,

By Mr. WELCH:

H.R.5808. A bill for the rellef of Etta H.

Darby; to the Committee on Claims.

FETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXTI, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

1729. By Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON: Peti-
tion of Russell C. Nye, administrator, Dallas
City-County Hospital System, Dallas, Tex.,
favoring Senate bill 191 as it passed the Sen-
ate and opposing the amendment as sug-
gested in House bill 5628; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

1730. Also, petition of Robert O. Pugh, na-
tional service officer, Disabled American Vet~
erans, Veterans' Administration, Waco, Tex,,
favoring House bill 5206; to the Committee
on Labor,

1731. By Mr. PRICE of Illinois: Petition of
Mascoutah, Ill., Local No. 74, Progressive
Miners of America, recommending adoption
of amendments to the social security law in
line with the proposals resulting from the
study recently completed by A. L. Altmeyer,
Chairman, Social Security Board, which
would lower retirement age for women to 60
years, increase benefits, and in general pro-
vide for many liberalizations in existing law;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

1732. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the
commission counecil and mayor, city of New
Orleans, petitioning consideration of their
resolution with reference to endorsement of
the Boren bill; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce,

SENATE

‘WEDNESDAY, MArRcH 27, 1946

(Legislative ddy of Tuesday, March
5, 1946)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.
Rt. Rev. John Z. Jasinski, D. D., bishop

_of the Buiffalo-Pittsburgh diocese, Polish

National Catholic Church of America,
Buffalo, N. Y. offered the following
prayer:

Let us pray.

Almighty God, who has given us this
good land for our heritage, keep safe our
forefathers’ inheritance with pioneer
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spirit for all generations to come. Bless
our land with honorable industry and
mutual understanding of employers and
employees, sound teaching and learn-
ing of teachers and pupils, and pure
manners of parents and chiidren of our
homes. O God, minimize in us pride,
vainglory, envy, hatred, and malice, and
magnify in us humility, justice, faith,
grace, peace, and & deep sense of
our responsibility in the mighty task
that confronts us. Defend our liberties
and shape into one united people the
multitudes brought out of many nations
and tongues of the earth. Endue with
the spirit of wisdom those to whom in
Thy name we entrust the authority of
government, that there may be justice
and peace at home, and that, through
obedience to Thy law, we may show Thy
praise among the peoples of the globe.

Give us enthusiasm and determination
to go forward in defending our land
from evil enemies, as evil in itself is de-
feat, and good in itself is victory.

O God, give us spirit of Christian
brotherhood, which no enemy can con-
sume and no man can take away, and
from evil enemies, as evil in itself is
defeat, and good in itself is victory.

Through Jesus Christ our Saviour.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. HiLL, and by unan-
imous consent, the reading of the Journal
of the proceedings of the calendar day
Tuesday, March 26, 1946, was dispensed
with, and the Journal was approved.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting
nominations were communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre-
taries.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUBE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had passed the bill (S. 704) to authorize
the Secretary of Agriculture to continue
administration of and ultimately liqui-
date Federal rural-rehabilitation proj-
ects, and for other purposes, with an
amendment in which it requested the
concurrence of the Senate.

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on March 26, 1946, he presented to
the President of the United States the
enrolled bill (S. 1821) to amend section
502 of the act entitled “An act to expe-
dite the provision of housing in conne:-
tion with national defense, and for other
purposes,” approved October 14, 1940,
as amended, so as to authorize the ap-
propriation of funds necessary to provide
additional temporary housing units for
distressed families of servicemen and
for veterans and their families.

CALL OF THE ROLL
Mr. HILL, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.
The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
clerk will call the roll.

The
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